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ABSTRACT
This thesis examines the personalities and identity 
processes of dramatic actors in view of notions, derived 
from the dramaturgical metaphor, regarding self and 
identity. In particular, the four studies reported 
investigate the psychological effects upon the actor's 
self and identity of dramatic role-playing. The main 
findings suggest that the acting process may bring to 
actors' consciousness aspects of their self and identity; 
that a specific actor personality type per se does not 
exist, but that some personality dimensions may be 
encouraged by the acting process, and/or by the acting 
profession; that the extent to which actors will be 
affected psychologically by their dramatic roles may 
depend upon the extent to which they possess a core sense 
of self and a stable identity; and that actors may be more 
likely to experience confusion (and, thus, perhaps, 
conflict) when playing a dramatic role which they perceive 
as reflecting aspects of their self and identity. The 
implications of these findings for dramatic role-playing 
and the dramatic actor, for theories of self and identity 
and for the dramaturgical metaphor are considered.
(ix)
CONTENTS
OVERVIEW
Page
Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL ISSUES 7
1.1 The notion of 'acting* in everyday life 7
1.2 The Dramaturgical Model and role theory 7
1.3 Criticisms of the Dramaturgical Model
and role theory 9
1.4 Self-presentation and impression
management 13
1.5 Role-playing and the dramatic actor 16
1.6 The psychological effects of dramatic
role-playing 17
1.7 Role-playing, self and identity 19
1.7.1 Concepts of self and identity 19
1.7.2 Roles and identity 21
1.7.3 The dramatic actor's identity 25
1.7.4 Observer influences and the dramatic
actor's identity 28
1.7.5 The role as a professional actor 29
1.8 Merger of the dramatic role and the actor 30
Chapter 2: THE PRESENT INVESTIGATION 33
(x)
Contents (contd.)
Page
Chapter 3: ACTORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EFFECTS OF THE ACTING PROCESS AND ACTING 
PROFESSION: A PILOT STUDY (Study 1) 39
3.1 Introduction and objectives 39
3.1.1 The dramatic actor and stress 40
3.1.2 The dramatic actor and stage fright 42
3.1.3 The dramatic actor and being in the
public eye 44
3.1.4 The dramatic actor and unemployment 46
3.2 Part A; 49
3.2.1 Subjects and Method 49
3.2.1.1 Subjects 49
3.2.1.2 Interview 51
3.2.1.3 Procedure 56
3.2.2 Results 58
3.2.3 Discussion of Part A 76
3.2.3.1 The effects of specific aspects of the
acting profession upon the actor's self 
and identity 76
(a ) Stress 76
(B) Stage fright 80
(C) Being in the public eye 81
(D) Unemployment 83
(xi)
Contents (contd.)
Page:
3.3 Part B: 86
3.3.1 Subjects and Method 86
3.3.1.1 Subj ects 86
3.3.1.2 Questionnaire 87
3.3.1.3 Procedure 91
3.3.2 Results 92
3.4 Discussion of Study 1 102
3.4.1 Discussion of Part A and Part B 
(aim 1(a) of the thesis) 102
Chapter 4: THE ACT OF BEING: PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTICS OF PROFESSIONAL ACTORS, 
AMATEUR ACTORS AND NON-ACTORS (Study 2) 114
4.1 Introduction and objectives 114
4.2 Subjects and Method 121
4.2.1 Subjects 121
4.2.2 Questionnaires 123
4.2.3 Procedure 126
4.3 Results 127
4.3.1 Part A; 127
4.3.1.1 Reliability analysis 128
4.3.1.2 Factor analysis 129
(xii)
Contents (contd.)
4.3.2
4.4
Part B; 
Discussion
Page
143
170
Chapter 5: DOUBLE IDENTITY: THE EFFECTS OF ACTING 
UPON SELF-PERCEPTION AND IDENTITY
(Study 3) 175
5.1
5.2
5.2.1
5.2.2
5.2.3
5.3
5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.2.1 
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
5.3.2.1.1
5.3.2.2
Introduction and objectives 175
Subjects and Method 182
Subjects 182
Materials 185
Procedure 188
Part 1; 192
Data analysis 192
Results 194
Part (a): 196
Changes in ratings over time (MINUS) 
analysis 196
Match between elements and between 
constructs in each grid (FOCUS analysis) 210
Ratings which remain constant over time 
(CORE analysis) 254
Discussion of Part (a) 285
Part (b): 287
(xiii)
Contents (contd.)
Page
(i) Changes in ratings over time (MINUS) 
analysis 287
(ii) Match between elements and between 
constructs in each grid (FOCUS analysis) 303
5.3.2.2.1 Discussion of Part (b) 327
5.3.3 Discussion of Part 1 329
5.4 Part 2: 330
5.4.1 Data analysis 330
5.4.2 Results of the SSA-1 and MSA-1 334
5.4.3 Discussion of Part 2 414
5.5 Discussion of Parts 1 and 2 418
Chapter 6; CONFUSION AND CONFLICT AND THE PLAYING 
OF DRAMATIC ROLES (Study 4) 427
6.1 Introduction and objectives 427
6.2 Design 438
6.3 Subjects and Method 441
6.3.1 Subj ects 441
6.3.2 Questionnaires 444
6.3.3 Procedure 449
6.4 Results 450
6.5 Discussion 500
(xiv)
Contents (contd.)
Page
Chapter 7: GENERAL DISCUSSION 508
7.1 Introductory comment 508
7.2 Summary and review of findings 512
7.2.1 Study 1 512
7.2.1.1 Actors* perceptions of the effects of 
dramatic role-playing upon the way they 
see themselves and their identity
(ie., aim 1(a) of the thesis) 514
7.2.1.2 Summary of Study 1 519
7.2.2 Study 2 521
7.2.2.1 Are actors unique in terms of their 
personality and, thus, does a specific 
actor personality type per se exist ?
(ie., aim 2 of the thesis) 521
7.2.2.2 Summary of Study 2 526
7.2.3 Study 3 527
7.2.3.1 The effects of dramatic role-playing 
on the self-perception and identity of 
actors over time (ie., aim 3(a) of the 
thesis); and the extent to which they 
possess a core sense of self (ie., aim
3(a) of the thesis) 528
7.2.3.2 Summary of Study 3 531
7.2.4 Study 4 534
7.2.4.1 The experience of confusion and conflict
for the actor's identity when playing a 
dramatic role (ie., aim 4 of the thesis) 535
(xv)
Contents (contd.)
Page
7.2.4.2 Summary of Study 4 538
7.3 Implications for the playing of dramatic
roles and for the dramatic actor 541
7.4 Implications for theories of self and
identity 555
7.5 The limitations of the dramaturgical
metaphor and a restatement of the 
Dramaturgical Model 562
7.6 Conclusions 572
REFERENCES 579
APPENDICES 602
1.1 Study 1: Structured interview 603
1.2 Study 1: Questionnaire 606
1.2.2 Demographic sheet 611
2.1 Study 2: Demographic sheet 613
2.2 Study 2: Factor analysis 614
3.1 Study 3; Triad format 646
3.2 Study 3: Repertory grid 647
3.3 Study 3: Twenty Statements Test 651
3.4 Study 3: Scores of Actor A and Actor B 
on various personality dimensions 652
3.5 Study 3: T.S.T. statements and coded 
categories 653
(xvi)
Contents (contd.)
Page
4.1 Study 4: Demographic sheet for all
subjects 669
4.2 Study 4; Scenarios - Instructions to
all subjects 671
4.2.1 Scenarios: Group 1 672
4.2.2 Scenarios: Group 2 673
4.2.3 Scenarios: Group 3 674
4.2.4 Scenarios: Group 4 675
4.2.5 Questions following each scenario 676
4.3 Study 4: Normative scores for honesty
and social desirability 680
(xvii)
TABLES INDEX
Page;
Table 3.1:
Table 3.2:
Table 3.3:
Table 3.4:
Table 3.5:
Table 3.6:
Table 3.7:
Table 3.8:
Table 3.9:
Table 3.10:
Table 3.11:
Table 3.12:
Table 3.13:
Table 3.14:
Table 3.15:
Table 4.1:
Table 4.2:
Table 4.3:
Frequencies of responses to Q1 (Study 1) 92
Frequencies of responses to Q2 (Study 1) 92
Frequencies of responses to Q3 (Study 1) 93
Frequencies of responses to Q4 (Study 1) 94
Frequencies of responses to Q5 (Study 1) 94
Frequencies of responses to Q6 (Study 1) 95
Frequencies of responses to Q7 (Study 1) 95
Frequencies of responses to Q8 (Study 1) 96
Frequencies of responses to Q9 (Study 1) 97
Frequencies of responses to Q9(a)(Study 1) 97
Frequencies of responses to Q9(b)(Study 1) 97
Frequencies of responses to QIO (Study 1) 98
Frequencies of responses to Qll (Study 1) 99
Frequencies of responses to Q12 (Study 1) 100
Frequencies of responses to Q13 (Study 1) 101
Reliability coefficients of the 
questionnaires (Study 2) 128
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Esteem Scale with data from 
all subjects 129
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale with 
data from all subjects 131
(xviii)
Tables Index (contd.)
Page;
Table 4.4:
Table 4.5:
Table 4.6:
Table 4.7:
Table 4.8: 
Table 4.9: 
Table 4.10: 
Table 4.11: 
Table 4.12:
Table 4.13:
Table 4.14: 
Table 4.15:
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Concern for Appropriateness Scale 
with data from all subjects 133
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Consciousness Scale with data 
from all subjects 137
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Shyness and Sociability Scale with 
data from all subjects 140
Group means, standard deviations,
F.ratios and post hoc comparison of
means 144
Variables in analysis after step-wise 
algorithm 147
Summary table of the canonical 
discriminant analysis 148
Standardized canonical discriminant 
function coefficients 149
Canonical discriminant functions
evaluated at group means 151
Correlations between the discriminating 
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions 152
Summary of the canonical discriminant 
functions 153
Classification results 154
Variables in analysis after step-wise 
algorithm 155
(xix)
Tables Index (contd.)
Page;
Table 4.16: Summary table of the canonical
discriminant analysis 156
Table 4.17: Standardized canonical discriminant
function coefficients 157
Table 4.18: Canonical discriminant functions
evaluated at group means 158
Table 4.19: Correlations between the discriminating
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions 158
Table 4.20: Summary of the canonical discriminant
functions 159
Table 4.21: Classification results 160
Table 4.22: Variables in analysis after step-wise
algorithm 161
Table 4.23: Summary table of the canonical
discriminant analysis 162
Table 4.24: Standardized canonical discriminant
function coefficients 163
Table 4.25: Canonical discriminant functions
evaluated at group means 164
Table 4.26: Correlations between the discriminating
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions 164
Table 4.27: Summary of the canonical discriminant
functions 166
Table 4.28: Classification results 166
(xx)
Tables Index (contd.)
Page;
Table 4.29:
Table 4.30: 
Table 4.31:
Table 4.32: 
Table 5.1: 
Table 6.1: 
Table 6.2: 
Table 6.3: 
Table 6.4: 
Table 6.5: 
Table 6.6: 
Table 6.7: 
Table 6.8:
Group mean scores, standard deviations 
and F.ratios for 'attention to social 
comparison information' 168
Group mean scores, standard deviations
and F.ratios for 'social anxiety' 168
E.P.Q. - Normative scores for males and 
females (adult) on 'neuroticism* (means 
and standard deviations) 169
Group mean scores, standard deviations
and F.ratios for neuroticism* 169a
The interval of time between the 
completion of grids and T.S.T.s 190
Mean rating scores of the professional 
actors and non-actors for Q1 (Study 4) 451
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q6 (Study 4) 456
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q7 (Study 4) 460
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q8 (Study 4) 465
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q2 (Study 4) 470
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q4 (Study 4) 475
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q5 (Study 4) 481
Mean rating scores of the professional
actors and non-actors for Q3 (Study 4) 487
(xxi)
Tables Index (contd.)
Page;
Table 6.9: Mean rating scores of the professional 
actors and non-actors for Q9 (Study 4) 494
APPENDICES 
Table 4.33:
Table 4.34:
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Esteem Scale with data from 
the professional actors 614
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Esteem Scale with data from 
the amateur actors 615
Table 4.35:
Table 4.36:
Table 4.37:
Table 4.38:
Table 4.39:
Table 4.40:
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Esteem Scale with data from 
the non-actors 616
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale with 
data from the professional actors 618
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale with 
data from the amateur actors 620
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale with 
data from the non-actors 622
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Concern for Appropriateness Scale 
with data from the professional actors 625
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Concern for Appropriateness Scale 
with data from the amateur actors 628
Table 4.41: Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Concern for Appropriateness Scale 
with data from the non-actors 630
(xxii)
Tables Index (contd.)
Page;
Table 4.42:
Table 4.43:
Table 4.44:
Table 4.45:
Table 4.46;
Table 4.47:
Table 6.10: 
Table 6.11:
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Consciousness Scale with data 
from the professional actors 634
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Consciousness Scale with data 
from the amateur actors 636
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Self-Consciousness Scale with data 
from the non-actors 638
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Shyness and Sociability Scale with 
data from the professional actors 639
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Shyness and Sociability Scale with 
data from the amateur actors 643
Varimax results for the factor analysis 
of the Shyness and Sociability Scale with 
data from the non-actors 644
Normative scores for adults on 'lie* 
scale 680
Normative scores for adults on 'social 
desirability* 680
(xxiii)
FIGURES INDEX
Figure: Page;
5.1 to 5.3: MINUS analysis of Actor A*s grids 204-205
5.4 to 5.9: FOCUS analysis of Actor A's grids 222-224
5.10 to 5.23: FOCUS analysis of Actor B*s grids 246-252
5.24 to 5.31: CORE analysis of Actor A*s grids 261-264
5.32 to 5.48: CORE analysis of Actor B*s grids 275-283
5.49 to 5.50; MINUS analysis of Actor C*s grids 292
5.51: MINUS analysis of Actor D's grids 297
5.52: MINUS analysis of Actor E*s grids 302
5.53 to 5.54: FOCUS analysis of Actor C*s grids 309
5.55 to 5.57: FOCUS analysis of Actor D's grids 316-317
5.58 to 5.60: FOCUS analysis of Actor E's grids 323-324
5.61: SSA-1 plot (Actor A) 338
5.62 to 5.72: MSA-1 plots (Actor A) 343-348
5.73: SSA-1 plot (Actor B) 353
5.74 to 5.81: MSA-1 plots (Actor B) 357-361
5.82: SSA-1 plot (Actor C) 365
5.83 to 5.87: MSA-1 plots (Actor C) 369-371
5.88: SSA-1 plot (Actor D) 375
5.89 to 5.92: MSA-1 plots (Actor D) 379-381
5.93: SSA-1 plot (Actor E) 386
(xxiv)
Figure; Page;
5.94 to 5.98: MSA-1 plots (Actor E) 391-394
5.99: SSA-1 plot (Actors A, B, C, D & E) 398
5.100 to 5.110: MSA-1 plots (Actors A, B, C, D
and E) 403-413
OVERVIEW
Since the 1950s a number of social psychological theories 
of self-presentation and identity have made the analogy 
between everyday 'acting* and dramatic acting. In 
particular, the 'Dramaturgical Model* of Coffman (1959) 
and role theory make use of the dramaturgical metaphor by 
comparing the playing of dramatic roles to the playing of 
roles in everyday life.
While such a comparison was intended to be purely 
metaphorical, it has frequently been interpreted more 
literally (eg., MacCannell, 1973; Stryker, 1981). It has, 
therefore, been suggested that there exists a need to 
consider the very foundations from which both the 
Dramaturgical Model and role theory were erected - 
essentially their links with the theatre (Biddle, 1979); 
and, furthermore, to examine the psychological 
consequences of being * in a role', in its original sense, 
for those individuals who inspired the use of the 
dramaturgical metaphor in the social sciences - namely 
dramatic actors themselves.
The need to examine the experiences of actors has also 
been noted by Mixon (1983). While acknowledging the 
aptness and common use of the dramaturgical metaphor, he
points out that there is something quite strange about 
comparing the world to a stage, and everyday life to 
drama. In reality, the metaphor is actually the other way 
around; from the beginning of dramaturgy, the stage has 
been a place that imitates and reflects the world and 
everyday life. Thus, he argues that this difference is 
the chief weakness of the dramaturgical metaphor; for, 
when the analogy is employed, the dramatic actor serves as 
a model for an everyday person and, as such, half of the 
analogy is deemed to be understood and taken for granted.
Yet, as Mixon (1983) claims, we do not really understand 
about actors and the effects upon them of playing dramatic 
roles and the acting profession and 'little enlightenment 
can be gained from comparing something you don't 
understand with another something you don't understand'
(p.98). Therefore, 'if we wish to use the theatre analogy 
to understand everyday failures of role and
action...... we must understand how players...... succeed
and fail in the parts they play, the actions they 
fabricate' (p.98).
In order to determine the usefulness of the dramaturgical 
metaphor, it is necessary to examine the extent to which 
the playing of roles in everyday life can be viably
compared to dramatic role-playing. In particular, if 
role-playing in everyday life affects self-perception and 
identity, what are the effects of the acting profession, 
in which many roles are played, and the acting process 
upon the way actors see themselves and their identity ?
If the psychological effects of dramatic role-playing are 
different from those of role-playing in everyday life, 
then the analogy upon which such psychological theories 
are based would require clearer specification.
The relevance of studying actors is not confined to the 
dramaturgical metaphor, however. Because, by its very 
nature, playing a dramatic role involves the portrayal of 
emotions and events in concentrated time, actors are 
forced to deal with experiences in the short space of a 
performance which most of us may or may not encounter 
during an entire lifetime.
Moreover, for this reason, actors have been viewed as the 
most well-developed collection of individuals. Indeed, 
Hodgson and Richards (1974) argue that because acting is 
an interpretation of the human situation, and involves 
either playing the role of another person, or the imagined 
response of one's own person to a particular emotion or 
set of circumstances, *...... the qualities needed for the
best acting are also those required for the fullest 
living* (p.11).
Thus, the study of actors may not only help us to 
determine the validity and generality of comparing real- 
life to drama, but may also enable us to see how we might 
cope better with many of the experiences of everyday life. 
As Bates (1986) points out, by exploring other characters, 
actors explore themselves; and by sharing the experiences 
of actors, we can begin to understand our own experiences.
This thesis, therefore, reports a series of studies 
investigating the psychological effects of playing 
dramatic roles upon actors, particularly upon their self 
and identity; and, from the findings, considers the 
implications for dramatic role-playing and the dramatic 
actor, for theories of self and identity, and for the 
dramaturgical metaphor.
The first chapter examines, in some detail, the 
theoretical implications of the dramaturgical metaphor for 
self and identity, and for the psychological effects of 
playing dramatic roles.
The second chapter outlines the purpose and aim of the
research - to examine the personalities and identity 
processes of dramatic actors by investigating the 
psychological effects of dramatic role-playing upon their 
self and identity.
The third chapter reports the findings of the first 
(pilot) study which tentatively examined how professional 
actors perceive the way they see themselves and their 
identity have been affected by the dramatic roles they 
have played, and by specific aspects of the acting 
profession (ie., stress, stage fright, being in the public 
eye, and unemployment).
The fourth chapter reports the findings of the second 
study which examined how professional actors, amateur 
actors and non-actors perceive themselves on a number of 
personality dimensions; in order to determine whether 
actors are unique in terms of their personality.
The fifth chapter reports the findings of the third study 
which investigated whether the way professional actors see 
themselves and their identity changes over time (ie., in 
the short-term) in relation to the dramatic role they are 
playing, and when they are between dramatic roles 
(ie., unemployed); and examines the extent to which actors
possess a core sense of self.
The sixth chapter reports the findings of the fourth study 
which investigated the issues of confusion and conflict 
for the actor's identity when playing a dramatic role.
The seventh chapter summarizes and reviews the main 
findings of each of the four studies, and discusses their 
implications for the playing of dramatic roles and the 
dramatic actor, for theories of self and identity, and for 
the dramaturgical metaphor.
Chapter 1; INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL ISSUES
1.1 The notion of 'acting* in everyday life
The notion of 'acting* as a metaphor for everyday life is 
not of recent origin. Dramatists recognized the 
significance of 'performance* in self-presentation long 
before anyone claimed to be a social scientist. Plato 
spoke of the 'great stage of human life* (Burns, 1972, 
p.8); Hobbes (1651/1952, p.96) stated that 'a person is 
the same as an actor is, both on the stage and in common 
conversation'; and William Shakespeare wrote that 'all the 
world's a stage, and all the men and women merely players' 
('As You Like It', II. vii. 139).
However, it was not until the middle years of the 20th 
century that the dramaturgical perspective (which is used 
in an attempt to illustrate that a theatrical production 
is the way life really is) incorporated within both 
Coffman's (1959) model and role theory, so revolutionised 
social psychological thought.
1.2 The Dramaturgical Model and role theory
The Dramaturgical Model (Coffman, 1959) draws parallels 
between real life and the theatre; in that social
interaction is seen as being akin to a theatrical 
performance. Like actors on a stage, individuals in real 
life are regarded as having an idea of how their behaviour 
will be interpreted, a desire to be seen as a particular 
'character*, with acting skills and the willingness to use 
them. Thus, we are all 'actors' performing every day of 
our lives on the world stage, even if never on the 
theatrical one.
Role theory likens the playing of dramatic roles to the 
playing of real-life roles. In everyday life all 
individuals occupy at least one role (and normally, 
several roles), which has either been chosen by them, or 
prescribed for them by society. As such, every role 
encompasses a behavioural repertoire which involves a set 
of standards, certain rights, obligations and duties which 
the person who is occupying the role may be 'expected', 
'trained* and 'encouraged* to perform, or represent, in a 
given social situation.
Thus, an individual's role is precisely what is expected 
of him or her by others; and ultimately, after the role 
has been thoroughly learned and internalized, by the 
individual himself or herself. Moreover, a role will 
contribute towards the way an individual occupying the
role will perceive himself or herself and also towards the 
way that individual is perceived by others.
1.3 Criticisms of the Dramaturgical Model and role theory
Despite the popularity of the Dramaturgical Model and role 
theory as explanations, or partial explanations, of social 
behaviour, however, both have had their critics.
Indeed, as Goffman (1959) acknowledges, the Dramaturgical 
Model does have obvious inadequacies when it is applied to 
everyday life. For example, while the stage presents 
'things' that are make-believe, everyday life presents 
'things' that are real and sometimes not well-rehearsed. 
Furthermore, on the stage an actor presents himself or 
herself in the guise of a character to characters 
projected by other actors; the audience constitutes a 
third party to the interaction - one that is essential and 
yet, if the stage performance were real, one that would 
not be there. In real life, the three parties are 
compressed into two; the part one individual plays is 
tailored to the parts played by the others present, and 
yet these also constitute the audience.
In addition, some have argued that Goffman understates 
individual variability (Gergen, 1968), places too much
emphasis on social rules as determinants of behaviour 
(Brittan, 1973), and pays too much attention to the 
conscious and deliberate use of impression management 
tactics (Schlenker, 1980).
With regard to role theory, critics have argued that it 
reflects a system of rigid cultural and mechanical 
determinism (Allport, 1955); and is sometimes redundant, 
the term 'role* merely being substituted for 'social norm' 
or 'culture' without introducing any novel dynamic 
principle (Turner, 1962).
Some of the criticisms of role theory, however, have been 
directed towards the concept of role itself. For example, 
it has been suggested that a 'role' refers to 'what an 
'actor' does in his relations with others' (Parsons, 1951, 
p.25); to a 'position differentiated in terms of a given 
social structure' (Levy, 1952, p.159); or to 'an 
integrated or related sub-set of social norms' (Bates, 
1956, p.314).
Moreover, the definition of 'role' will alter depending 
upon the stance from which the concept is viewed. From an 
anthropological perspective, for example, roles are viewed 
as units of culture with an assumption that roles are
10
consistent throughout society; from a sociological 
perspective, roles are regarded as belonging to the social 
system and explained through role expectations that are 
held by participants and supported by sanctions; while 
from a social psychological perspective role-taking is 
viewed as a process which is essential for the 
socialization and development of the self (Biddle, 1979).
As a result of these different perspectives there are 
sharp differences about the assumptions that underlie 
terms. In fact rather than being a single theory, role 
theory is a loosely linked network of hypotheses and a set 
of broad constructs (Shaw & Costanzo, 1982).
Perhaps the most common notion in role theory is that 
roles are associated with social positions (or statuses) - 
an idea that is deceptively powerful. On the one hand, it 
could be asserted that at least some behaviours are 
associated with sets of persons, rather than with the 
entire society or with persons as individuals. However, 
on the other, it might also be speculated that persons who 
share roles are also likely to share a common identity.
It should be acknowledged that while a role may indicate 
how a role-incumbent should behave, it does not then
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follow that all individuals who occupy the same role will 
behave in exactly the same way. In the 'real* world roles 
'exist' in varying degrees of concreteness and 
consistency, while individuals confidently frame their 
behaviour as if they had unequivocal existence and 
clarity. However, that individuals 'make' roles for 
themselves might imply that they frequently recognize the 
ambiguities and freedoms within role-constraints. The 
result is that in attempting from time to time to make 
aspects of roles explicit, individuals create and modify 
roles as well as merely bringing them to light, and 
therefore, the process involves not simply role-taking, 
but also role-making (Turner, 1962). Thus, being in a 
role assumes a 2-way interaction between the role- 
incumbent and the role itself.
Hence, role theory does not automatically imply that 
individuals are 'forced' to pretend when they play a role, 
nor that they are necessarily being deceitful or 
deceptive. All that role theory does, is to partition the 
realm of behaviours in a society so that patterns of 
behaviour which are likely to be characteristic of 
persons, or contexts, can be isolated (Biddle, 1979).
Despite their inadequacies, both the Dramaturgical Model
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and role theory are of immense theoretical importance; 
intimating, as they do of a somewhat artificial, somewhat 
insincere environment in which individuals constantly 
attempt to portray particular self-images to others in 
order to 'manage* the impressions others have of them, and 
behave according to the particular role they are playing 
at the time. Like actors on a stage, individuals as 
'actors' in real life present themselves in the guise of 
scripted 'characters'.
1.4 Self-presentation and impression management
Self-presentation, the way individuals present themselves 
in everyday life, has thus been described by Goffman 
(1959) in terms of a staged performance. Schlenker (1982) 
likewise employs a dramatic concept to define self­
presentation as 'the attempt to control identity-relevant 
information before real or imagined audiences' (p.197).
Of course, self-presentation, as an ever-present aspect of 
social behaviour, is not necessarily a conscious process; 
nor is it always strategic. However, because self­
presentation has implications for how individuals are 
perceived, evaluated and treated, and, thus, because 
individuals may sometimes present themselves purposefully 
in ways that will create certain impressions, self-
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presentation is often viewed as being synonymous with 
impression management (eg., Leary & Kowalski, 1990) - the 
process by which individuals attempt to control the 
attributions and impressions others form of them (Tedeschi 
& Riess, 1981).
A frequent criticism of the dramaturgical perspective's 
approach to self-presentation (as impression management) 
is that it regards everyone as basically a 'con artist', 
presenting themselves strategically in order to maximise 
their gains and to minimize their losses. However, it has 
been argued that such a criticism is difficult to sustain 
when one considers the degree to which a human being's 
activities are guided by such devices as impression 
formation, the avoidance of stigma, and the neutralization 
of embarrassment (Sarbin, 1982).
Moreover, that individuals do actively modify the way they 
present themselves during social interaction has been 
supported by Snyder (1974). He suggested that some people 
are better able than others to monitor the way they 
present themselves and to alter their behaviour 
accordingly in order to create the desired impression.
Self-presentation and impression management can affect
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self and identity, however. Thus, it has been suggested 
that engaging in strategic self-presentation typically 
leads the phenomenal self to shift in the direction of the 
presentational episode (Jones, Rhodewalt, Berglas & 
Skelton, 1981). Hence, individuals construct themselves 
as they display themselves to others; and become what they 
show themselves to be to others (Gecas, 1982).
Furthermore, when the self-images projected are completely 
false, the created 'facade* may eventually overgrow the 
real self (Handel, 1987a). Therefore, Jones, Gergen and 
Davis (1962) maintain that impression management has the 
potential to blur the distinction between public 
appearance and private reality. Moreover, when positively 
reacted to when 'putting on an act', individuals may come 
to believe their own 'performances'.
While, in essence, the Dramaturgical Model, role theory, 
and theories of self-presentation and impression 
management remain of relevance to human affairs 
(and enthusiasm continues to prevail for their basic 
posture), a fundamental premise remains to be tested. 
Although Goffman (1959) acknowledged the limitations of 
the dramaturgical metaphor, others (eg., MacCannell, 1973; 
Stryker, 1981) have interpreted it more literally; and
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have, thereby, made the implicit assumptions that 'acting* 
in everyday life involves the same process as dramatic 
acting, and that the psychological effects of each will 
also be similar.
1.5 Role-playing and the dramatic actor
Aristotle said that a person shown on the stage 
(ie., an actor) is of no significance in himself, he 
merely carries his share of an action whose interest does 
not lie in personality. There is something that needs to 
be acted through. Actors carry that need and the 'mask* 
they wear underscores the fact that precisely because they 
are merely acting, they can represent an action which 
may not be included within their personality.
This sentiment is reiterated by Styan (1975), who
maintains that '...... either in tragedy, or in farce, the
actor immersed in its spirit, stands outside his role, 
while seeming to believe utterly in its reality' (p.76).
Of course, actors are individuals who are continually 
playing different roles. After all, that is what acting 
is about - assuming the guise of another character and 
taking on board others' expectations of how the character 
should behave. But are actors affected by their dramatic
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roles in the same way as non-actors are affected by their 
everyday roles ? Or, is dramatic role-playing very 
different from the playing of roles in everyday life ?
1.6 The psychological effects of dramatic role-playing
Apart from a study by Fisher and Fisher (1981) which 
suggested that 'trying on the identities of others' could 
be extremely disturbing for professional actors, there are 
few published studies on the psychological effects of 
dramatic role-playing (ie., acting). This is somewhat 
surprising on several counts: first, because role theory 
adopted as its tenet a theatrical concept; second, because 
Goffman (1959), the most proficient promoter of the 
dramaturgical metaphor, hinted that there may be 
psychological consequences of acting for the actor when 
the acting mask is removed. He pointed out that 'an 
action staged in a theatre is a relatively contrived 
illusion and an admitted one; unlike ordinary life, 
nothing real or actual can happen to the performed 
characters - although at another level of course something 
real and actual can happen to the reputation of performers 
qua professional whose everyday job is to put on 
theatrical performances' (p.246); third, anecdotal reports 
from actors suggest that while playing a dramatic role 
they often 'become' the part and continue to be 'in
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character* offstage. Recently, *The Guardian*
(Vidal, 1989) reported the case of a British actor who 
was, allegedly, 'driven* from his role as Hamlet, having 
talked of the 'demons' in the role and seeing his father 
in the ghost.
Lastly, the rationale which underlies role-playing as 
therapy, and psychodrama (a rationale which is derived 
from role theory itself) is that people may come to change 
their attitudes simply because they have played a certain 
role. From this, it might be assumed, therefore, that 
actors should automatically be influenced by the dramatic 
roles they play, since they are role-playing in the 
realist sense.
Of course, as Bates (1986) points out, such an analogy 
between acting and therapeutic role-playing may not be an 
accurate one. This is because the sole aim of the actor 
when he is acting and, therefore, 'in role' is not to work 
out his inner conflicts and emotional problems, as would 
be the aim of someone who is role-playing as therapy.
Nevertheless, while to make such a comparison between 
acting and role-playing/psychodrama may be unwise, it does 
not inevitably follow that the psychological effects of
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each will be dissimilar. As Bates (1986) also recognizes, 
acting potentially provides a * Zen-like path to self- 
discovery*. Thus, for some, playing a dramatic role may 
be of cathartic value (Wilson, 1985).
Furthermore, if the playing of everyday roles can lead to 
modifications in the composition of an individual's 
identity, what are the effects of playing dramatic roles 
upon the actor's identity ? In particular, does dramatic 
role-playing place special demands upon the identity of 
actors ?
1.7 Role-playing, self and identity
1.7.1 Concepts of self and identity
The self is an organism that has the capacity for being 
simultaneously subject and object in a single act. It is 
characterized by the concomitant awareness both of 
'acting' and simultaneously of knowing that it is self who 
is 'acting' (eg.. Mead, 1934; Weigert, 1975). Moreover, 
the self emerges through the responses of others and, 
thus, acquires an identity (Weigert, Teitge & Teitge, 
1986).
Identity is, therefore, a socially expressed dimension of 
self (Stone, 1962). It is a system based on an
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individual's reflective view of self, perceptions of the 
expectations or response of others (reflected images), and 
subsequent reactions to a shared reality or 'validation' 
(Klapp, 1969) - an integral part of the substantival self 
(Weigert, 1975).
Possibly most enthusiasm for the concept of identity has 
been generated by Erikson (1959), who emphasized the 
importance of the sense of continuity as one of the major 
components of identity. Thus, according to Erikson (1956, 
1968), identity can be defined as a primarily unconscious 
process that unites personality and links the individual 
to the social world; and, therefore, establishes a stable, 
consistent and reliable sense of 'who' one is and 'what' 
one stands for.
Others have viewed identity as a means by which a person 
situates himself or herself in social relations (Gross & 
Stone, 1964; Stone, 1962); as a source of motivation for a 
person (Foote, 1951); or, as a way of providing meaning 
for individuals in mass society (Klapp, 1969; Stein,
Vidich & White, 1960). Thus, in its broadest sense, 
identity can be said to encompass 'all things a person may 
legitimately and reliably say about himself' as a social 
object; 'his status, his name, his personality, his past
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life*, thus "any generally satisfactory answer to the 
question Who am 1 ? (Who are you ?)* (Klapp, 1969, p.5).
Most theories of identity development tend to make the 
somewhat erroneous assumption that when individuals stop 
growing biologically, their identity and sense of self 
also stop developing (Perlman, 1968). Thus, 
"psychologists generally see adult identity as finished 
and relatively closed* (Musgrove, 1977, p.l); and, 
therefore, ignore the possibility of identity change and 
self-development in adulthood.
However, rather than a structure, identity is, perhaps, 
more appropriately perceived as a process (Breakwell, 
1983). Indeed, Gergen (1984) goes so far as to say that 
identity is a totally fluid product of moment-by-moment 
interaction. Furthermore, identity requires a mechanism 
through which it can be expressed (Weigert, Teitge & 
Teitge, 1986). Roles help to serve this function.
1.7.2 Roles and identity
From its earliest roots, identity emerges from what is 
separated out from others, but continues to exist in 
connection with them (Josselson, 1987).
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In her theory of identity, Breakwell (1986) also sees a 
truly dialectical relationship between personal and social 
identity. Whereas personal identity is the core, or 
nucleus, of an individual and is free of role, or 
relationship determinants (and can be equated with an 
individual's 'true self* or 'real self'), social identity 
is that part of the self-concept which is derived from 
roles, group memberships, interpersonal relationships, 
social position and status. Moreover, not only is an 
individual's current personal identity a product of the 
interaction of all past personal identities with all past 
and present social identities; but, an individual's 
current social identity is the product of the interaction 
of all past social identities with all past and current 
personal identities.
Indeed, Stryker (1987) has gone so far as to assert that a 
person actively assimilates and accommodates conceptions 
of his or her self which are provided by the social world; 
and, therefore, his or her roles, and his or her 
internalized role expectations. As a result, an 
individual will have as many identities as he or she has 
roles played in distinct sets of social relationships.
Furthermore, it has been suggested that the everyday roles
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individuals perform affect their own perceptions of 
themselves and their relationships with others in the 
social world in fundamental ways (Stryker, 1987). People 
typically come to view themselves in terms of the 
attributes and the behaviour patterns dictated by their 
roles (Kuhn, 1960; Sarbin & Allen, 1968). Thus, through 
role-playing identity becomes validated and internalized 
as part of the self-concept (Weigert, Teitge & Teitge,
1986), providing people with role-related self-constructs 
and expectations.
Moreover, an important dimension of the self in relation 
to social behaviour is the way such individual identities 
comprising the self are organised hierarchically by the 
probability of their invocation in or across social 
situations (Stryker, 1987). Hence, a major determinant of 
variation of behaviours-in-role is expected to be the 
location of the identity(ies) reflecting that role in the 
identity-salience hierarchy. Consequently, for any one 
individual, the more salient an identity, the more 
sensitive that individual is to opportunities for 
behaviour that confirm the identity. Also, the more 
salient an identity, the more likely is a behavioural 
opportunity to be used to perform behaviours associated 
with the role on which the identity is based.
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In Stryker's (1987) theory, roles are regarded as 
constituting the main composition of identity, with an 
individual having a role-identity for every social role 
that he or she performs, has performed, aspires to 
perform, or has considered performing. Such a view would 
appear to reinforce Burke's (1980) earlier conceptual 
refinement of the notion of role-identity which emphasizes 
that identities are meanings (specifically, the meaning of 
self-in-a-role) and are relational (contrastive meanings 
relative to counter-roles or counter-identities) (McCall,
1987).
Such a conception of role, however, reflects a structural 
functional perspective in which society is seen as a 
structure of roles; with individuals 'acting' in passive 
conformity to the roles prescribed for them by society 
(Turner, 1962). The symbolic interactionist viewpoint 
(from which the dramaturgical perspective is, essentially, 
an off-shoot) would, on the other hand, allow for a 
greater interaction between identity and role as a 
cognitive process (Urry, 1970).
The term 'role' as used by Mead (1934) did not refer to an 
everyday role, but to the imaginary 'role'
(ie., viewpoint) of the 'generalized other'. Hence, in
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social interaction, because of their ability to be 
reflexive, individuals attempt to see themselves as others 
see them. Furthermore, through their social relationships 
individuals acquire self-knowledge (Mead, 1934).
As Felson (1985) points out, however, individuals can 
misperceive the actual evaluations they receive from 
others. Indeed, studies of naturalistic interactions 
indicate that while individuals' self-perceptions agree 
substantially with the way they perceive themselves as 
being viewed by other people, there is no consistent 
agreement between individuals' self-perceptions and how 
they are actually viewed by others (Shrauger & Schoeneman,
1979). The psychological significance of the reflected- 
appraisal process may thus have been exaggerated by 
symbolic interactionists (Felson, 1985), although others 
have argued that the perceived evaluations of others, 
whether or not they are correct, are far more important 
than the actual evaluations of other people (Schlenker,
1980).
1.7.3 The dramatic actor's identity
If we accept the basic principles of Stryker's (1987) 
theory, it might be assumed that an actor should 'take on' 
the identity of every dramatic role he or she plays, and
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assimilate and accommodate them into his or her own 
identity. Whether or not this is, in fact, the case, the 
exact processes by which everyday roles affect self and by 
which the self impacts on role performance are not 
explained by Stryker and remain unelucidated and, 
therefore, essentially mysterious.
However, let us hypothesize the processes, according to 
symbolic interactionism, that might be involved as far as 
actors are concerned. Firstly, if being in a role helps 
to provide individuals with knowledge not only about other 
people, but also about themselves, then playing a dramatic 
role (which may involve intense self-examination and self­
exploration: eg.. Bates, 1986) may also provide actors 
with knowledge about themselves and may affect their self­
perception.
When actors are 'performing their art' (ie., playing a 
dramatic role) they are in character. All of their 
verbal, and much of their non-verbal, communication with 
the other actors is controlled by the limits of their 
script. Information actors receive about themselves from 
other actors is not about them personally, but about the 
character they are portraying (and, indeed, the 
effectiveness of their portrayal of the character). Yet,
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for the duration of their performance, they have 'become* 
the character (ie., they have taken the role of the 
'generalized other' and adapted their behaviour to 'fit' 
that of the character they are attempting to portray).
Does it then follow that actors should attribute to 
themselves the information they receive from the other 
actors while they are playing a dramatic role ?
The situation is further complicated when Bem's (1967, 
1972) self-perception theory is considered. From this 
perspective self-knowledge is acquired from an 
individual's observations of his or her overt behaviour 
and the external stimulus conditions under which it 
occurs. We decide what sort of person we are in the same 
way an observer decides (ie., by observing our behaviour 
and making inferences from it). But, actors, while they 
are playing a dramatic role, behave as their respective 
characters should behave, and, not necessarily, as they 
would behave were they not acting. Again, therefore, 
should actors attribute the actions and other behaviour of 
a portrayed character to themselves ?
Moreover, for professional actors, their plight is 
frequently made worse by the media. In such instances 
professional actors are often viewed in terms of the
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characters they portray. Thus, not only are they 
confronted with the identity of every dramatic role they 
play, but also with a public identity (which is the 
perception of them held by the general public and may be 
made up of the identity of every dramatic role they have 
played in the past) which is cast upon them and encouraged 
by the media.
1.7.4 Observer influences and the dramatic actor's 
identity
The media often imputes the attributes, personality 
characteristics, behaviour and lifestyle of any dramatic 
role played by actors in the public domain 
(ie., professional actors) to the actor himself or 
herself, without taking into account the vital fact that 
the actor is acting. Of course, the media might 
occasionally do the opposite. For example, they may set 
out to reveal the 'wicked' side of an actor's life if the 
dramatic role being played is 'saintly'. In so doing, the 
media often challenge an actor's on stage/screen persona.
The result of such attributions by the media may be to 
influence the subsequent behaviour of both parties. As 
Strauss (1962) points out, the problem of private 
proclamation to a public audience (as occurs when an actor
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assumes the guise of a dramatic character) is that 'having 
announced or avowed your position, it is not easy to beat 
a retreat' (p.68). Schlenker (1980) has also noted that 
individuals' public descriptions of themselves (as when a 
professional actor is interviewed by the media) may affect 
what they later come to believe privately; which may then 
affect their behaviour in private and/or in public, and 
the media's subsequent reflection of them.
1.7.5 The role as a professional actor
Even when professional actors are not seen in terms of the 
individual dramatic roles they play, they are confronted
with their everyday role as an actor which is an aspect of
their individual (ie., personal) and collective social 
identity (ie., their identity as a member of the acting 
profession); and, furthermore, with the problem of 
separating their public from their private selves.
Both empirical and theoretical work has consistently 
alluded to a private and a public self (eg.. Carver & 
Scheier, 1987; Duval & Wicklund, 1972). The public self 
being the image we present to the world; while the private 
self reflects those aspects of ourselves (attitudes,
beliefs) accessible only to us personally.
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The professional actor, however, not only has the public 
self which he or she chooses to project to the world, but 
also the public image of himself or herself as an actor 
which is projected by others (eg., the media); and which 
may conflict with the actor's self-perception.
Thus, professional actors are in the somewhat unique 
position of receiving what may be very inaccurate 
information about themselves which may relate only to the 
dramatic roles they play.
1.8 Merger of the dramatic role and the actor
In everyday life, occasionally a role and the person who 
is occupying the role merge, so that it becomes difficult 
to differentiate between the role and the individual 
occupying it. When this happens, there is said to be a 
systematic pattern involving a failure of role 
compartmentalization, resistance to abandoning a role in 
the face of advantageous alternative roles, and the 
acquisition of role-appropriate attitudes (Turner, 1978).
In view of this, it would seem somewhat inevitable that 
actors who, in theory, 'live' the dramatic role, and, 
therefore, the identity of every character they portray
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(at least while they are acting) would be susceptible to 
role-person merger.
This suggestion has been substantiated by DeCosta, Buse 
and Amdursky (1986) who found that professional actors had 
problems which related to the boundary between themselves 
and the dramatic roles they played (ie., where the 
'characterization left off and the individual himself 
began', p.132). Moreover, Henry and Sims (1970) found 
that professional actors appeared to show considerable 
confusion, or 'diffuseness', in their sense of identity, 
but when retested some weeks into the rehearsal period of 
a new play (in which they were in a dramatic role), their 
identity confusion appeared to have lessened. However, 
the results of these psychoanalytically-oriented studies 
should be treated with some caution since their methods 
are somewhat vague and impressionistic (Wilson, 1985).
The intrusion of the content of one role into that of 
another can have major consequences for the composition of 
the role-identity set and can lead to a loss of the sense 
of personal identity (Rosenberg, 1987). But, of course, 
actors are, theoretically, at least, continually changing 
their apparent identity when they play a dramatic role 
(ie., by taking on the identity of the particular
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character they are portraying). If identity is partly 
constructed from an individual's roles (Stryker, 1987), 
does it follow, therefore, that the actor's personal 
identity is at risk of being lost each time a new dramatic 
role is played ?
In conclusion, role theory, and theories of self and 
identity make a number of statements about the way 
individuals present themselves in everyday life (in the 
roles they play) and the psychological effects upon them 
of their self-presentation. However, the underlying 
premise of the dramaturgical perspective incorporated 
within these theories, if interpreted literally (as some 
have chosen to do: eg., MacCannell, 1973; Stryker, 1981), 
has implications for the playing of dramatic roles, and 
raises a number of issues about the psychological effects 
of such dramatic role-playing upon actors themselves.
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Chapter 2: THE PRESENT INVESTIGATION
The underlying premise of the dramaturgical perspective, 
incorporated within both the Dramaturgical Model (Coffman, 
1959) and role theory, is that social interaction is akin 
to a dramatic performance. Individuals in real life are 
likened to dramatic actors, 'acting* on the world stage 
according to the 'scripts' and prescribed behaviour of 
their everyday roles.
Of course, it could be argued that the analogy between the 
theatre and everyday life was not intended to be taken 
literally. It was meant purely as a metaphor and was not, 
by any means, grounded in a systematic or technical 
examination of the practices of dramatic actors. Indeed, 
Coffman (1959) acknowledged the limitations of the 
dramaturgical metaphor. Nevertheless, there are those who 
have interpreted the metaphor more literally and who 
suggest that the dramaturgical perspective implies more 
than just a comparison between the 'real' world and the 
dramatic one.
Stryker (1981), for example, argues that real life 
drama. For him, 'identity, meaning and social acts are 
the stuff of drama; as drama involves parts to be played.
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roles implicit in the parts must be conceived and 
performed in ways expressive of the role* (p.16). 
MacCannell (1973) similarly suggests that * the structural 
principles which make what happens on the stage meaningful 
are the same as those which give meaning to everyday life*
(p.10).
However, how far can the analogy between drama and real 
life be justifiably taken ? Can we conclude that the 
playing of roles in everyday life and the playing of 
dramatic roles involve the same processes, and, 
furthermore, produce the same psychological effects ?
Or, are there fundamental differences between them ?
As Mixon (1983) has pointed out, in order to be able to 
determine the validity and generality of the dramaturgical 
metaphor, we first need to understand one half of the 
analogy; namely, the dramatic actor. Essentially, we need 
to examine how actors are affected by the dramatic roles 
they play. For example, if individuals come to view 
themselves in terms of their everyday roles, do actors 
perceive themselves in terms of the dramatic roles they 
play, and/or have played in the past ?
Of the few, relatively superficial studies of actors which
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have been conducted in psychology, most have tended to 
concentrate upon the issue of the actor's identity.
In particular, it has been suggested that actors do not 
possess a firm identity and sense of self. For example, 
in the Henry and Sims (1970) study (cited in Chapter 1), 
the professional actors showed confusion or 'diffuseness* 
in their sense of identity until, when they began to play 
a dramatic role, their identity confusion appeared to 
reduce. Henry and Sims (1970) concluded this was because 
the dramatic role the actors were working on in the play 
provided them with a clear identity that they lacked as a 
result of 'role-disjunctive* experience in early life.
Thus, it has been suggested that actors are individuals 
who have turned to dramatic acting in an attempt to gain 
an identity through the playing of other characters. 
Indeed, Fisher and Fisher (1981) argue that actors are not 
comfortable with their own identity and, therefore, regard 
acting - the opportunity to project themselves into the 
shape of other people - as a thrilling outlet.
In a biography of Laurence Olivier (1982), the late 
British actor lends support to this view when he 
confesses: 'There were times when to be James Tyrone in 
'Long Day's Journey* was heaven compared with being me.
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If he hated himself the way I hate myself - then at least 
we had a partnership. It's a great relief to be in 
somebody else's shoes, dirtier 'though they may be and 
uncomfortable 'though they may be' (Gowley, 1973, p.16).
However, do actors possess an identity of their own, or is 
their identity provided for them by the dramatic roles 
they play ? Does the playing of dramatic roles lead to 
modifications in the composition of the actor's identity ? 
Similarly, if through role enactment individuals can 
'become' the everyday roles they play, do actors 'become' 
like their dramatic roles; or, do they adapt and modify 
the dramatic roles they play to 'fit' their own identity ?
The studies reported in this thesis attempt to answer 
these questions and also address other issues relating to 
the effects of the acting process and the acting 
profession upon the way actors see themselves and their 
identity through the use of interviews, questionnaires, 
repertory grids and self-report inventories. Different 
subjects participated in each of the studies (except for 
Actors A, B and D in Study 3 who also participated in 
Study 2). Furthermore, throughout the thesis (while both 
professional actors and amateur actors participated in 
Study 2) there is a focus upon the experiences of
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professional actors; for, while amateur actors may be 
equally susceptible to any effects of the dramatic roles 
they play upon the way they see themselves and their 
identity, individuals who have chosen to act 
professionally as their full-time occupation may not only 
experience more intensive psychological effects of 
dramatic role-playing (from the greater number of dramatic 
roles played), but may also experience psychological 
effects of their everyday role as a professional actor. 
Moreover, professional actors and amateur actors may be 
different 'types' of people, possessing different identity 
needs.
The main aim of the studies was to investigate the 
psychological effects of playing dramatic roles upon 
actors, particularly upon their self and identity.
However, a number of more specific aims (which will be 
reiterated in each of the studies with the specific 
hypotheses) were; to examine how actors perceive the 
psychological effects upon them, particularly upon the way 
they see themselves and their identity, of the dramatic 
roles they have played and of specific aspects of the 
acting profession (ie., stress, stage fright, being in the 
public eye, and unemployment); to determine whether actors 
differ from non-actors in terms of personality; to
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determine whether the way actors see themselves and their 
identity changes over time (ie., in the short-term) in 
relation to the dramatic role they are playing and when 
they are between dramatic roles (ie., unemployed), and to 
examine the extent to which actors possess a core sense of 
self; and to investigate the issues of confusion and 
conflict for the actor's identity when playing a dramatic 
role.
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Chapter 3:
Study 1 - ACTORS* PERCEPTIONS OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS 
OF THE ACTING PROCESS AND ACTING PROFESSION:
A PILOT STUDY *
* [This study was reported in a paper entitled 'Behind the 
mask: An exploratory psychological study of the 
professional actor' (Hammond, J. & Edelmann, R.J.), 
presented at the London Conference of the British 
Psychological Society, December, 1990]
3.1 Introduction and objectives
Given the absence of in-depth research on the 
psychological effects of dramatic acting, this study was 
purely exploratory and served as a pilot study for the 
issues to be investigated in the subsequent studies. With 
reference to the theories of self and identity, and the 
assumptions of role theory (as outlined in Chapter 1), its 
aim was to tentatively examine how actors perceive the 
psychological effects upon them, particularly upon the way 
they see themselves and their identity, of the dramatic 
roles they have played (aim 1(a) of the thesis).
However, while the main focus of this study was upon the 
psychological effects of the acting process, because it 
was exploratory, and since it has been suggested that a 
great deal can be learned from studying how actors are 
affected by some of the vagaries of the acting profession
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(Bates, 1986), how actors perceive the effects of stress, 
stage fright, being in the public eye, and unemployment 
upon the way they see themselves and their identity were 
also briefly examined (aim 1(b) of the thesis).
These particular issues were selected for the following 
reasons: while stress and stage fright have been 
intensively studied, and have been shown to be detrimental 
to performance when experienced to extreme levels 
(eg., James, 1984), their effects upon self and identity 
have not been explored; similarly, although a number of 
studies have investigated self-awareness and self- 
consciousness when in public, the psychological effects of 
being in the public eye as a professional performer have 
been ignored; and, furthermore, despite the wealth of 
research on unemployment and its effects upon self and 
identity, its psychological effects upon professional 
actors who have knowingly entered a profession which is 
notorious for high unemployment have not been 
investigated in depth.
3.1.1 The dramatic actor and stress
The term 'stress' is really an umbrella term for an 
increasingly wide variety of conditions, responses and 
experiences; and, consequently, is difficult to define.
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despite the number of attempts which have been made to 
provide a comprehensive definition of it.
Increasingly, however, the main approach to the 
conceptualisation of stress is interactional, in which 
stress is seen to be a relationship between the 
environment and the organism, which produces an intense 
and uncomfortable level of stimulation for the organism 
(ie., the individual) (Fisher, 1986).
Despite the number of studies on the psychological effects 
of stress on people working in various professions, such 
as dentists (eg.. Cooper, 1980), policemen (eg., Davidson 
& Veno, 1980) and teachers (eg., Kyriacou, 1980), the 
causes of stress for actors, and its effects upon their 
self and identity have not been investigated. Stress in 
the performing arts has been studied in relation to 
professional musicians, however; and in extreme cases has 
been found to result in drug dependency, excessive 
drinking, and even in suicide (Wills & Cooper, 1988).
There may be a wide variety of potential causes of stress 
for actors, ranging from performing in public to 
unemployment. However, particularly stressful for self 
and identity might be the actual playing of a dramatic
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role (which has been suggested by Fisher & Fisher, 1981).
Moreover, Dohrenwend (1973) maintains that an event which
requires change in self-perception and reformulation of 
identity can create stress for the individual who is 
experiencing the change. Thus, if the playing of a 
dramatic role requires psychological readjustment, then it 
is possible that the acting process may itself be a
fundamental cause of stress for actors.
3.1.2 The dramatic actor and stage fright
Stage fright (or performance anxiety) is characterized by 
excessive anxiety which may be felt by an actor before 
and/or during performance. While there have been 
relatively few studies (eg., Konijn, 1991) on the 
experience of stage fright in dramatic performance, so 
great a problem is it for performers in general that in 
1983, the International Society for the Study of Tension 
in Performance was formed to investigate the issue.
Of course, anxiety is not always detrimental to 
performance. Indeed, a certain degree of emotional 
arousal is usually beneficial to performance. However, 
there are circumstances when anxiety can go beyond the 
optimum so that performance is adversely affected. Wilson 
(1985) maintains that the point at which this occurs
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depends upon three independent variables, and, therefore, 
proposes a three-factor model of stage fright which 
relates to (i) the trait anxiety of the individual 
performer (eg., some actors may be characteristically more 
sensitive than others to the fear of failure and negative 
criticism); (ii) the degree of task mastery that has been 
attained (eg., a performance that is intrinsically 
simple - a minor dramatic role which requires the actor to 
remember one line of script - or one that has been so well 
prepared that it does not present any difficulties, may be 
much less susceptible to disruption due to over-anxiety 
than one that is complex - a major dramatic role which 
involves the recitation of a lengthy monologue - or under­
rehearsed; and (iii) the degree of situational stress that 
prevails (eg., situations such as important auditions, or 
a royal command performance may create greater anxiety).
Lyman and Scott (1970), however, suggest that stage fright 
occurs during the performance of a dramatic role because 
actors perceive a threat to their identity and sense of 
self from their audience who they regard as challenging 
their identity claim to be the character they are 
portraying.
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3.1.3 The dramatic actor and being in the public eye
Being in the public eye is an unavoidable consequence of 
public performance, and, therefore, of acting. However, 
not only are actors in the public eye when they play a 
dramatic role (eg., on stage, or before a radio or 
television studio audience), but professional actors are 
also often in the public eye even when they are not acting 
(ie., in their everyday role as an actor). While there is 
an absence of research on the psychological effects of 
being in the public eye per se, a vast number of studies 
have been conducted on the experience of self-awareness 
and self-consciousness when in public (eg., Fenigstein, 
Scheier & Buss, 1975).
In the presence of other people, attention is directed 
either towards or away from the self. When attention is 
directed towards the self, the individual may become 
'self-conscious* (ie., aware of the self as a social 
object that can be observed and evaluated by others); 
conversely, when attention is directed away from the self, 
the individual has little consciousness of himself or 
herself as a social object.
Argyle (1969) suggests that public self-consciousness 
might be conceived of as activation of the self-system
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which produces a decreased concern with evaluating the 
behaviour of other people and an increased concern with 
personal and public assessment of one's own behaviour. 
Furthermore, individuals may differ in the extent to which 
their self-system becomes salient when they are in the 
presence of others. Thus, factors which might affect the 
experience of public self-consciousness may be either 
situational (eg., speaking to a large audience), or 
dispositional (ie., the individual has a consistent 
tendency to be publicly self-consciousness).
It might be assumed that simply being in the public eye 
may cause actors to feel self-conscious and concerned with 
the way they present themselves. This may be particularly 
applicable to professional actors who are often 'judged' 
(in terms of their self-presentation and behaviour) by the 
public, even when they are not acting but are in their 
everyday role as an actor; and who are frequently 
presented with images of themselves which have been 
created and promoted by the media. Moreover, that 
identities are often forcefully imposed on individuals by 
others has been suggested by Garfinkel (1956). Thus, 
professional actors are often atttributed by the public 
with an identity which may reflect only the public's 
perception of them and which, furthermore, may be
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discrepant with the way the actors see themselves.
3.1.4 The dramatic actor and unemployment
The psychological effects of unemployment have been widely 
researched and well-documented; particularly its effects 
upon self and identity. Breakwell (1986) suggests that 
unemployment poses a severe threat to an individual's 
identity, depriving him or her of social status.
Psychologically, work has meaning for it provides the 
individual with a role which has a recognized 
identification tag. It categorizes the individual in 
terms of class, status, wealth and establishes a hierarchy 
of groups from which a sense of security, recognition, 
belonging and understanding is derived.
As James (1890) was one of the first to recognize, how an 
individual believes he or she is seen by other people is 
important for that individual's sense of self and 
identity. To be labelled by society as 'unemployed' may 
have very negative consequences for an individual's self- 
concept: firstly, because to say that an individual is not 
employed says very little about what that individual 
actually is; and secondly, because the term 'unemployed' 
implicitly assumes that only when an individual finds work
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will he or she have a positive and identifiable place 
within the social millieu. Therefore, unemployment 
deprives individuals of an aspect of their identity, and a 
place in the social network in which their identity was 
previously embedded; and, hence, may create intense 
emotional distress (Fagin & Little, 1984).
However, unlike other unemployed people, professional 
actors who are out of work are not usually labelled as 
'unemployed', but, instead, the terms 'resting', or 
'between jobs' are applied to describe their situation. 
These labels would seem to have a slightly more positive 
connotation for they make the assumption that the 
professional actor's unemployment is only temporary, and, 
furthermore, they do not imply that the professional actor 
no longer has a worthwhile place in society just because 
he or she is not working.
Moreover, it has been suggested that the impact of job 
loss is greatest when it is sudden and unexpected (Kelvin 
& Jarrett, 1985). It might be assumed that the impact of 
unemployment upon professional actors would not be so 
great since they have chosen an occupation which is 
notorious for a high frequency of unemployment, and may, 
therefore, expect to be often out of work.
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This study was conducted in two parts. The first part 
(Part A) involved a structured interview with professional 
actors in which their perception of the psychological 
effects upon them, particularly upon the way they see 
themselves and their identity, of playing dramatic roles 
and of specific aspects of the acting profession 
(ie., stress, stage fright, being in the public eye, and 
unemployment) were examined.
In the second part (Part B) which was more focused, 
professional actors completed questionnaires based upon 
the interview which contained questions relating only to 
their perception of the psychological effects of dramatic 
role-playing, and to their perception of their identity.
Since the first study was exploratory there was no 
hypothesis.
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3.2 Part A;
3.2.1 Subjects and Method
3.2.1.1 Subjects
Six professional actors (3 males + 3 females) participated 
in the study. Their age range was 29 to 55 years. They 
were selected at random from 'Spotlight* (a directory of 
professional actors and actresses registered with 
theatrical agents in the United Kingdom) and initially 
contacted via their theatrical agent. The first six 
actors approached all agreed to participate in the study. 
Their personal details were as follows:
Actor A: was 55 years old and was female. She had 
recently returned to the acting profession after an 
interval of approximately fifteen years (during which she 
had raised her children, and taught music and drama). At 
the time of the interview she was playing two character 
roles in a long-running West End theatre musical.
Actor B: was 29 years old and was female. She had been a 
professional actor for seven years and had played a number 
of minor roles mainly in the theatre. However, at the 
time of the interview she had been unemployed for 
approximately three months.
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Actor G; was 50 years old and was male. He was an 
experienced actor and had played a number of roles on 
television and in the theatre. At the time of the 
interview he was playing one of the lead roles in a 
long-running television comedy series.
Actor D; was 59 years old and was male. He was also an 
experienced actor and had played mainly 'character* roles 
in comedy on television, in the theatre and in films. 
However, at the time of the interview he had been 
unemployed for approximately three months.
Actor E; was 53 years old and was female. She had played 
a number of lead roles in the theatre and on television.
At the time of the interview she was playing one of the 
lead roles in a long-running television comedy series.
Actor F; was 39 years old and was male. He had played a 
number of lead roles in the theatre and on television. At 
the time of the interview he was playing a character role 
in a long-running television comedy series.
All of the subjects spoke English as their first language.
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3.2.1.2 Interview
A structured interview which consisted of twenty-four 
questions relating to the issues of self and identity, 
stress, stage fright, being in the public eye, and 
unemployment was developed based upon the theoretical 
assumptions and the previous empirical literature.
Questions 1 to 14 asked the actors about their perceptions 
of the psychological effects upon them of playing dramatic 
roles, related to their self-perception, self-presentation 
and identity.
In Question 1, subjects were asked if the dramatic roles 
they had played had affected them in any way. This 
question was included to ascertain how dramatic role- 
playing may affect self-perception, self-presentation and 
identity.
In Question 2, subjects were asked whether the dramatic 
roles they had played had affected the way they saw 
themselves when (a) they were playing them, and (b) in 
everyday life. This question was included to ascertain 
how dramatic role-playing may affect self-perception both 
during and beyond the confines of dramatic performance.
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In Question 3, subjects were asked whether the dramatic 
roles they had played had affected the way they behaved 
when they were (a) in private, and (b) in public. This 
question was included to ascertain how dramatic role- 
playing may affect self-presentation beyond the confines 
of dramatic performance.
In Question 4, subjects were asked whether they worried 
about how other people saw them when they were playing a 
dramatic role. In Question 5, subjects were asked whether 
they worried about how other people saw them in everyday 
life. In Question 6, subjects were asked whether they 
worried that they might be seen only in terms of the 
dramatic roles they had played. These questions were 
included to assess concern about the possible consequences 
of self-presentation both during and beyond the confines 
of dramatic performance.
In Question 7, subjects were asked whether they felt 
comfortable just being themselves when they were in 
public. In Question 8, subjects were asked whether they 
would feel the same as they did when they were playing a 
dramatic role, if they had to accept an award and to make 
a speech (which they might have already prepared). In 
Question 9, subjects were asked whether playing a dramatic
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role provided them with emotional security. These 
questions were included to address the notions of self- 
presentation and identity during and beyond the confines 
of dramatic performance.
In Question 10, subjects were asked whether they would 
play the role of a character who was completely opposite 
to the way they saw themselves. In Question 11, subjects 
were asked whether they thought that the dramatic role 
(referred to in Question 10) would affect the way
(a) people who knew them well, (b) acquaintances, and 
(c) the general public saw them. These questions were 
included to assess concern about the possible consequences 
of self-presentation for self-perception and identity both 
during and beyond the confines of dramatic performance.
In Question 12, subjects were asked whether they ever 
confused fantasy and reality (a) when they were playing a 
dramatic role, and (b) in everyday life. This question 
was included to address the notions of self and identity 
both during and beyond the confines of dramatic 
performance.
In Question 13, subjects were asked how they perceived 
their identity. In Question 14, subjects were asked
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whether they were aware of trying to preserve their 
identity (a) when they were playing a dramatic role, and 
(b) in everyday life. These questions were included to 
address the notion of identity both during and beyond the 
confines of dramatic performance.
Questions 15 to 24 asked the actors about their 
perceptions of the psychological effects upon them of 
specific aspects of the acting profession, related to 
their self-perception, self-presentation and identity.
In Question 15, subjects were asked what they found most 
stressful about the acting process, and/or the acting 
profession. This question was included to ascertain the 
psychological effects of stress, particularly upon self 
and identity.
In Question 16, subjects were asked how they felt before 
they played a dramatic role. In Question 17, subjects 
were asked what they did to relieve any tension they felt. 
These questions were included to ascertain the 
psychological effects of stage fright, particularly upon 
self and identity.
In Question 18, subjects were asked whether they felt that
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being in the public eye had changed they way they saw 
themselves. In Question 19, subjects were asked whether 
they felt that being in the public eye had changed the way 
other people behaved towards them. In Question 20, 
subjects were asked whether they were affected by 
publicity. These questions were included to ascertain the 
psychological effects of being in the public eye, 
particularly upon self and identity.
In Question 21, subjects were asked how being unemployed 
affected the way they saw (a) themselves, and (b) their 
ability as an actor. In Question 22, subjects were asked 
whether they accepted unemployment as an inevitable aspect 
of the acting profession. In Question 23, subjects were 
asked how they felt each time they became unemployed until 
they became employed again. In Question 24, subjects were 
asked whether they regarded themselves as an actor only 
when they were playing a dramatic role. These questions 
were included to ascertain the psychological effects of 
unemployment, particularly upon self and identity.
The subjects were also asked for personal details such as 
their age, examples of the dramatic roles they had played 
and whether they were currently employed.
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A tape-recorder and recording equipment.
3.2.1.3 Procedure
An interview with each of the subjects who had agreed to 
participate in the study was arranged. Each of the 
subjects was interviewed separately for approximately one 
hour.
At the beginning of each interview, the subject was asked 
if he or she would be willing for the interview to be 
tape-recorded, and assured that it would be in the 
strictest confidence and that in the published thesis all 
subjects would be anonymous. All of the subjects 
consented to this.
The subject was then told that he or she would be asked a 
series of questions about the playing of dramatic roles 
and the acting profession, and was asked to answer them as 
thoroughly and as honestly as possible. The subject was 
then asked each question in sequence. The only prompts 
used by the interviewer were, *why ?*, 'how ?* and 'can 
you explain further, please'. If the subject did not 
understand a question, it was repeated until it was 
understood.
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At the end of the interview the subject was debriefed and 
thanked for his or her co-operation.
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3.2.2 Results
From the six interviews the following transcripts were 
selected as they best illustrate the general response of 
the actors to each of the questions.
Ql: Did playing these dramatic roles affect you in any 
way ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that the dramatic roles they had played may have affected 
them; perhaps by providing a channel for the development 
of their self and identity.
Examples of the responses include:
*I don't know. I think you develop as a human being in 
direct relation to your development as an actor'
(Actor D).
'Perhaps. A good piece of theatre is there fundamentally 
to touch us. So, every night the actor is in the best 
possible position to be touched, to be inspired by it' 
(Actor F).
Q2: Did playing these dramatic roles affect the way you 
saw yourself (a) when you were playing them, and
(b) in everyday life ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived
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that the dramatic roles they had played had not affected 
the way they saw themselves either during or beyond the 
confines of dramatic performance; and, moreover, that they 
were able to 'leave* a dramatic role when they had 
finished playing it and to re-assume their own identity.
Examples of the responses include:
'No. I like to feel that I am the person that I am 
portraying; I like to get into it, but I am able to switch 
it off afterwards, otherwise life would be a little bit 
difficult' (Actor A).
'No. I find it easy to be myself outside the theatre' 
(Actor D).
Q3: Did playing these dramatic roles affect the way you 
behaved when you were (a) in private, and (b) in 
public ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that the dramatic roles they had played may have affected 
the way they behaved when they were in private and when 
they were in public; but, however, that any effects upon 
their behaviour were not imposed by the dramatic role, but 
emanated from within themselves.
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Examples of the responses include:
'Yes and no. The character is me, remember. So, it's 
like Batman and Bruce Wayne or Clark Kent and
Superman.......There is nothing that I can impose upon any
part that I've ever played that isn't inside me. All 
there is is the world and stuff as I perceive it'
(Actor F).
Q4: Do you worry about how other people see you when you 
are playing a dramatic role ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors were not 
concerned about how they were seen when they were playing 
a dramatic role because other people were not seeing them, 
but the character they were portraying.
Examples of the responses include:
'No. When I'm acting they (the audience) are not seeing 
me' (Actor B).
Q5: Do you worry about how other people see you in 
everyday life ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors were 
concerned about how they were seen by other people in 
everyday life because they would be 'judged' by others in 
terms of how they presented themselves.
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Examples of the responses include:
'Yes. We all want to be liked in this profession, that's 
why we're in it' (Actor D).
'Yes and no. As actors we can afford to leave down 
whatever that strange thing of being an adult is that 
says, 'DON'T MAKE A FOOL OF YOURSELF'. It's something 
like not giving a damn and caring. We care but underneath
we don't care...... The care is kind of the restrictions
that society has put on us and those restrictions are 
valid and it's interesting and worthwhile that we should 
examine those restrictions so that we can become aware of 
them in a way that we will cease to have them be something
that holds us back In the world of 'Don't make a
fool of yourself', an actor is like, 'Oh, come on
now'...... So, our community, while it still has its own
relative 'Don't make a fool of yourself, to the rest of 
society it seems to be relatively 'Don't make a fool of 
youself' free - but inherently it isn't' (Actor F).
Q6: Do you worry that you may be seen only in terms of the 
dramatic roles you have played ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors were 
concerned that they might be seen only in terms of the 
dramatic roles they had played; because they perceived
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their self and identity as flexible and, therefore, as 
being able to assume the guise of any dramatic role they 
played.
Examples of the responses include:
'Yes. It can be irritating to be bracketed......
I suppose it's part of the more general thing of not 
wanting to be seen as a finite quantity - something ended, 
something finished, a product - rather than something with 
enormous potentials and subtleties and depths' (Actor C).
Q7: When you are in public, do you feel comfortable just 
being yourself ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors did not 
feel comfortable just being themselves when they were in 
public; because they were used to appearing in public 
behind the 'mask' of a dramatic role.
Examples of the responses include:
'Not really, not on public view...... because one's used
to appearing in public behind a facade' (Actor D).
'It's very hard...... it's very difficult, if not hard, to
reach a stage where you're comfortable being yourself* 
(Actor F).
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Q8: If you had to accept an award and you had to make a 
speech (which you might have already prepared), would 
you feel the same as you do when you are playing a 
dramatic role ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors would not 
have felt the same if they had to make a speech after 
accepting an award as they did when they were playing a 
dramatic role; because when making a speech they would be 
presenting themselves, and not themselves in the guise of 
a dramatic character.
Examples of the responses include:
'No, because...... you wouldn't be able to choose what to
be - that is, you would have to choose and it might not be 
acceptable. Whereas, if you're acting, whatever you do is 
justifiable (and) even if somebody else doesn't like what 
you are doing, it's justifiable that they shouldn't like 
it. If they don't like the way you are acting, that's 
slightly different. If they don't like the character, 
that's because you're playing it like that' (Actor B).
Q9: Does playing a dramatic role provide you with 
emotional security ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that playing a dramatic role did provide them with 
emotional security; for it 'allowed' them to express
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aspects of themselves which otherwise might have remain 
hidden.
Examples of the responses include;
'Yes, that's right...... It doesn't feel like you're
putting on a mask when you're acting; it feels like the 
opposite. It feels like you're stripping off masks and 
letting through things that you wouldn't normally let 
through....... that's the problem. When you are yourself,
you may let through something that you shouldn't possibly; 
whereas when you are acting, you can let through whatever 
you want' (Actor B).
QlO: Would you play the role of a character who was
completely opposite to the way you see yourself ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that they would play the role of a character who was 
completely opposite to the way they saw themselves; for it 
would provide an opportunity for them to explore the many 
aspects of their self and identity.
Examples of the responses include;
'The question you are asking me presupposes that I am one 
thing; whereas I think that most actors have so many 
people inside them desperate to get out...... When I was
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15 or 16, it was enjoyable to be able to become someone 
else. It was a deliberate thought on my part, being quite 
sort of nervous and shy and it was quite good to be able
to be someone who wasn't at all those things...... I don't
feel that now. Now I feel that I'm just pulling out of 
myself a part of myself and then adding things which ^
aren't anything to do with me; that are somebody else 
which make up this part' (Actor B).
'Yes......if it gives you pleasure in a part...even
if the attitude is wrong, I think it would be quite good
for you to explore that area as an actor to see how you
cope with fulfilling it' (Actor E).
Qll: Do you think that the dramatic role (referred to in 
QIO) would affect the way (a) people who knew you 
well, (b) acquaintances, and (c) the general public 
saw you ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors did not 
think that the way they were seen by others would be 
affected by the dramatic role; for they would not be 
presenting themselves to other people, but themselves as 
the dramatic role they were playing.
Examples of the responses include:
'No. As long as people know I'm acting that's O.K.' 
(Actor C).
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'No. People may sometimes see colours reflected in you 
that you wouldn't normally use in your everyday world; but 
I think we're kind of grown-up enough to know that we as 
actors have given permission to ourselves to flash those 
colours and for people not to be put off by them'
(Actor F).
Q12: Do you ever confuse fantasy and reality (a) when you 
are playing a dramatic role, and (b) in everyday 
life ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors did not 
confuse fantasy and reality either when they were playing 
a dramatic role (when to do so might disrupt the dramatic 
performance) or in everyday life.
Examples of the responses include:
'No. I think it's important to be emotionally in contact 
with your character (when you are acting), but mentally in 
charge of yourself (Actor B).
'No. I think you have to be mad if you lose yourself
completely. It's a much more fragmented thing...... You
click into it and click out of it...... You don't lose
yourself...... Control has to be there for it to work
because you've simply got to express it to them out there' 
(Actor C).
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Q13: How do you perceive your identity ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors did not 
perceive themselves as possessing a clearly-defined 
identity; and as being able to assume the guise of the 
dramatic role they were playing.
Examples of the responses include;
'Well, I don't know exactly what it is. I think I'm a bit
of an empty vessel...... I think all actors are, in that
part of our lives we go around and we watch people's
idiosynchrosies...... but. I'm not schizophrenic, although
I might have seven or eight personalities' (Actor E).
Q14: Are you aware of trying to preserve your identity
(a) when you are playing a dramatic role, and (b) in 
everyday life ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors were not 
aware of attempting to preserve their identity either 
during or beyond the confines of dramatic performance; 
for they did not perceive themselves as possessing a fixed 
or finite identity, but one that was flexible and 
maleable.
Examples of the responses include:
'No. I prefer to think there isn't any fixed absolute or
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final thing anyway. I like to think it's all development 
and change; insights and new directions - so I don't 
really worry about anything fixed that I'm going to lose' 
(Actor C).
'No. An actor is not really his own identity. One of the 
reasons why people choose acting as a career is they're 
rather twisted or they have no real centre of their own. 
They belong to so many other people and characters that 
they develop. They see everything in so many, too many, 
ways. I see everything in a six-ring circus. I can't see 
a person just as one thing. I just see so many 
facets.......I think all actors are totally confused. I
take on the character that you want me to take on. If you 
want me to be serious about my work, I am serious. If I 
meet someone who thinks it's all rather amusing, I will 
become very amusing so that they think I'm like that. And 
someone else will come along and ask something else of me 
and I will provide that' (Actor E).
'No. I'm never aware of my identity. Listen, I don't 
even know what my identity is' (Actor F).
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Q15: What do you find most stressful about the acting 
process and/or the acting profession ?
In general, the answers implied that the emotional aspect 
of the acting process (ie., revealing themselves 
emotionally to other people), and the temporary 
relationships made inevitable by the nature of the acting 
profession created the most stress.
Examples of the responses include;
'You have to, very readily, against your instincts and 
against, perhaps, your judgement, get on with other people
and open yourself to them which is very dangerous......
It's why so many marriages break up, or affairs happen - 
because people get so close artificially very quickly and 
after the play is over, 'BANG !' - it is over. It's like 
a time of madness in a sense. If you drop the barriers 
anything can happen' (Actor C).
'The stress of temporary relationships. It's like the 
people at the end of a holiday - 'Oh, we're having such a 
good time, you must give us your number' - and you get a 
Christmas card on the first Christmas and then, that's it' 
(Actor F).
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Q16: How do you feel before you play a dramatic role ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors 
experienced anxiety and tension before a dramatic 
performance.
Examples of the responses include:
*It depends how secure one is in what one is doing - what
part you've arrived at with the character...... It can
feel very depressing - like a cold toad at the bottom of 
the stomach' (Actor C).
'Absolutely terrified' (Actor F).
Q17: What do you do to relieve any tension you feel ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors performed 
physical exercises in order to take their attention away 
from themselves (to reduce their self-consciousness), and, 
therefore, to reduce their state of anxiety.
Examples of the responses include:
'You take deep breaths, jump up and down, or run on the 
spot. You do anything you can to take your mind off 
things, and to try not to get caught up in anyone else's 
hysteria and panic' (Actor F).
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Q18: Do you feel that being in the public eye has changed 
the way you see yourself ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that being in the public eye had changed the way they saw 
themselves; and had made them slightly more aware of 
themselves and of the way they presented themselves when 
they were in public.
Examples of the responses include:
'Yes. I am more self-contained than I would perhaps
otherwise be...... I approach people less readily'
(Actor C).
Q19: Do you feel that being in the public eye has changed 
the way other people behave towards you ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that being in the public eye had changed the way other 
people behaved towards them.
Examples of the responses include:
'Yes. Sometimes you meet people socially and you can tell 
they're impressed that they're meeting you; but then I 
think, 'God Almighty, why are they impressed'' (Actor D).
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Q20: Are you affected by publicity, and, if so, how ?
In general, the answers implied that some actors perceived 
that they were affected by publicity; but that it did not 
affect the way they saw themselves.
Examples of the responses include;
'Yes. It's inevitable. If you get good reviews it makes 
you feel good' (Actor D).
'No. You have to remember that today's newspapers are 
tomorrow's fish and chips wrappers' (Actor E).
Q21: How does being unemployed affect the way you see
(a) yourself, and (b) your ability as an actor ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors perceived 
that being unemployed affected them by making them doubt 
not only their self-worth and identity, but also their 
ability as an actor.
Examples of the responses include:
'Every time I'm unemployed I completely reassess what on 
earth I'm doing. It makes me doubt myself as a
person...... whether I'm capable of looking after myself.
Whenever I'm out of work I'm totally dependent and it 
frightens me...... looking towards the
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future......fearing that I cannot change my mind now and
do something else* (Actor B).
* If you are out of work for any length of time you realize 
how very vulnerable you still are, in spite of the fact 
that you've had many years of experience and you think you 
ought to be coping with it' (Actor D).
Q22: Do you accept unemployment as being an inevitable 
aspect of the acting profession ?
In general, the answers implied that while the actors did 
perceive unemployment as being an inevitable aspect of the
acting profession, their apparent acceptance of it did not
seem to lessen its psychological effects upon them 
(particularly upon the way they saw themselves and their 
identity).
Examples of the responses include;
'Yes and no. Actors are powerless. Unlike most self- 
employed people we don't make our product, then try to
sell it. We cannot do our job at all unless we are hired
by another. Our creativity has no private outlet. The 
frustration of unemployment is far worse than the poverty' 
(Actor A).
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*I suppose I have to (accept it), but I don't really' 
(Actor B).
Q23: Each time you become unemployed, how do you feel 
until you become employed again ?
In general, the answers implied that each time they became 
unemployed the actors felt helpless, and not in control of 
their own destiny.
Examples of the responses include:
'First of all, there's a sense of freedom because the job 
is over. Then there comes the need to be up and doing.
You feel powerless. It's the dog in the window aspect.
You can't originate a project...... You have to wait to be
chosen and selected and evaluated..... .There's a sense of
always being on approval' (Actor G).
'It's like a blanket descends on you It's like
trying to crawl under a blanket all the time' (Actor D).
Q24: Do you regard yourself as an actor only when you are 
playing a dramatic role ?
In general, the answers implied that the actors still 
regarded themselves as actors, and, therefore, retained 
their social identity, even when they were unemployed.
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Examples of the responses include;
'We're inclined to see ourselves as actors only when we're 
acting. Part of the job of being an actor is being 
unemployed and to the extent that we're prepared to handle
that for ourselves as an actor...... we don't cease to
become an actor when we cease to act. The area we need to 
handle is the area of our being able to look after 
ourselves and provide for ourselves when we're out of
work. It's the talent for being out of work...... There's
the talent you have for whatever it is that you do and the 
talent you have for having that talent and being able to 
get on with it and present it in a way that you'll be 
appreciated for having the original talent.......We don't
learn that in drama class' (Actor F).
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3.2.3 Discussion of Part A
The purpose of Part A of Study 1 was to examine actors' 
perceptions of the psychological effects upon them, 
particularly upon the way they see themselves and their 
identity, of the dramatic roles they have played (aim 1(a) 
of the thesis) and specific aspects of the acting 
profession (ie., stress, stage fright, being in the public 
eye, and unemployment) (aim 1(b) of the thesis).
The structured interviews with the actors concerning the 
psychological effects of the dramatic roles they have 
played will be discussed with the findings of Part B (in 
which they were examined in greater depth) in the general 
discussion of Study 1 (see section 3.4); while the 
structured interviews with the actors concerning the 
psychological effects of specific aspects of the acting 
profession will be discussed here.
3.2.3.1 The effects of specific aspects of the acting 
profession upon the actor's self and identity
(A) Stress
The main cause of stress for actors, perceived as a threat 
to their self and identity (of which the threat may be 
either temporary or permanent, perhaps depending upon the
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strength of the actor's self and identity), appears to be 
the emotional aspect of the acting process; and seems, 
therefore, to support Fisher and Fisher's (1981) finding 
that playing a dramatic role can be emotionally 
disturbing. Why this should be so may be explained by 
examining some of the psychological and emotional demands 
of the acting process.
Firstly, the very act of playing a dramatic role and, 
hence, taking on the persona of a dramatic character, 
involves an element of risk to the actor's self and 
identity which must be submerged if the dramatic 
performance is to be convincing. Certainly several of the 
actors maintained that playing a dramatic role often felt 
very dangerous for their sense of self and identity, and 
that they were afraid of becoming completely 'possessed' 
by it. Presumably, the extent to which actors are 
required to submerge their self and identity may depend 
upon the acting technique they employ. Thus, an 
'internal' (eg., Stanislavskyan) acting technique may 
demand deeper submersion (and, therefore, pose a greater 
threat to the actor's self and identity which may risk 
being 'lost' if they are submerged too deeply) than an 
'external' (eg., Brechtian) acting technique.
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Secondly, acting requires actors to present themselves in 
different guises. While this may provide them with a 
'thrilling outlet' (as suggested by Fisher & Fisher,
1981), and, as the actors in this study maintained, enable 
them to express the many aspects of themselves, it might 
also be stressful.
Thirdly, the acting process requires actors to lower their 
emotional 'barriers' so that they are able to (i) examine
and explore themselves, and, thereby, attempt to
understand the psyche of the dramatic role they are 
playing. The uncovering of hidden, hitherto unconscious, 
aspects of themselves may be stressful (as the findings of 
role-playing in therapy suggest, eg., Moreno, 1959),
particularly if through such self-examination and self­
exploration actors must alter their self-perception and 
reformulate their identity; and (ii) get 'close' 
emotionally to the other actors. In everyday interaction, 
intimacy between individuals usually progresses gradually 
(eg., Levinger, 1974). However, when playing dramatic 
roles, actors are frequently required to become 
'intimate', physically, psychologically, and/or 
emotionally, with the other actors in a relatively short 
space of time.
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Such artificially created intimacy may, therefore, pose a 
threat (albeit temporarily) to the self and identity of 
the actors involved. Moreover, it may be confused with 
"real* intimacy and, as one actor (Actor C) maintained, 
cause actors to fall in love with each other. However, 
Rule (1973) suggests that such * love affairs* between 
actors in the course of a dramatic production are, more 
often than not, * the result of the inability of each party 
to separate the real person from the fictional character*
(p.66).
A second cause of stress appears to be due to the nature 
of the relationships which are formed between actors, and 
which appear to pose a temporary threat to their self and 
identity. As has been pointed out by Layder (1981), the 
fact that each dramatic production usually lasts for only 
a relatively short period of time means that actors are 
constantly beginning and ending relationships with their 
fellow actors. Indeed, one actor (Actor F) likened the 
relationships formed between actors to those made by 
holidaymakers, who, despite promising to maintain their 
friendship, rarely do so once the holiday has ended.
It has been argued that relationships are important for 
self-worth and self-esteem (eg.. Brown & Harris, 1978),
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and that the loss of relationships is particularly 
stressful (eg., Reis, 1984). From the findings of this 
study, it might be speculated that the temporariness of 
the relationships formed between actors (an inevitable 
consequence of the nature of the acting profession) may 
produce a destabilizing effect upon their self and 
identity each time a dramatic production finishes.
(B) Stage fright
The perceived psychological effects of stage fright, 
particularly upon self and identity, were not revealed in 
this study because the actors who were interviewed stated 
that they had never experienced stage fright per se.
However, if in Coffman's (1959) terms, stage fright could 
be defined as a threat to self and identity, certainly the 
pre-performance anxiety which the actors did acknowledge 
experiencing might be equally defined as a threat to their 
self and identity; for it was perceived by them as making 
them more aware of themselves (if only temporarily before 
a dramatic performance). Moreover, the strategies they 
reported using to cope with their pre-performance anxiety 
(eg., physical exercise such as jumping up and down) 
seemed an attempt to distract their attention away from 
themselves, to reduce their self-awareness, and thus, to
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alleviate the threat.
There also appears to be some evidence from the current 
findings to support the suggestion by Lyman and Scott 
(1970) that stage fright stems from actors* fear of being 
'found out' by their audience (ie., being seen as 
themselves and not as the dramatic characters they are 
attempting to portray). Thus, one actor (Actor C) stated 
that the degree of anxiety he experienced depended upon 
how confident he felt about his portrayal of the dramatic 
role he was playing.
Moreover, from this, it is interesting to speculate 
whether the experience of self-consciousness and social 
anxiety in everyday life is due to a similar fear of being 
'found out' (ie., not being seen by other people as one 
would like to be seen by them).
(C) Being in the public eye
Several of the actors who were interviewed stated that,
beyond the confines of dramatic performance, they disliked
being in the public eye, and regarded it as a burden and 
as an invasion of their privacy.
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Constantly being on view seems to be perceived by some 
actors as a potential threat to their self and identity. 
Firstly, they appear to believe that due to the media's 
apparent fascination with actors, they are forced to be 
continually aware of their self-presentation (eg., how 
they dress and how they behave) when they are in public. 
Being in the public eye seems to increase their self- 
awareness (as the literature on self-awareness and self- 
consciousness would suggest: eg., Fenigstein, Scheier & 
Buss, 1975).
Secondly, they appear to believe that, despite their 
concern for the way they present themselves, ultimately, 
they have very little control over the way they are 
presented by the media. Taking Lyman and Scott's (1970) 
suggestion beyond dramatic performance and applying it to 
the way actors present themselves in everyday life and the 
way they are presented by the media, perhaps the perceived 
threat to their self and identity also emanates from their 
fear of being 'found out' (ie., not being seen by the 
public as they would like to be seen by them), which may 
then create conflict for their self-perception.
However, that several of the actors (eg.. Actor E) 
perceived they were not affected by publicity suggests
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either that some actors may be simply not aware of its 
psychological effects upon them, or that the extent to 
which being in the public eye poses a threat may depend 
upon the strength and the stability of an actor's self and
identity. Thus, personality characteristics may determine 
not only who gravitates towards an occupation which 
necessitates a high public profile, but also how well 
actors cope with being in the public eye.
That some actors perceive they are not affected 
psychologically by publicity might also be explained in 
terms of Felson's (1985) theory that if others make 
judgements on behaviours that are hidden from them, their 
appraisals may be discounted because the target knows that 
they are based upon incomplete data. Thus, some actors 
may take psychological comfort from the knowledge that 
attacks by the media upon their private self are usually 
based upon speculation and may have little to do with 
actual reality.
(D) Unemployment
Despite the fact that professional actors are labelled as 
'resting' or as being 'between dramatic roles' when they 
are unemployed, they appear still to be affected 
negatively by being out of work. Indeed, it was suggested
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that the term 'resting* was actually applied to describe 
unemployed actors by those outside the profession and was 
not used by actors themselves. Moreover, there was no 
support for the suggestion that the insecurity of the 
acting profession provides a 'thrill' and excitement for 
professional actors (Phillips, 1991).
In particular, being unemployed appears to affect 
their perception of their acting ability negatively; for 
example, rejection following auditions is usually felt as 
personal rejection. Moreover, even experienced, 'well- 
known' actors seem to be affected adversely by being out 
of work; and may cause them to question their choice of 
career and their ability to cope psychologically and 
financially each time they become unemployed.
However, despite their inevitable dislike of being 
unemployed, the actors who were interviewed stated that it 
did not undermine or cause them to question their social 
identity as a professional actor. Therefore, that actors 
appear to continue to define themselves as actors even 
when they are not playing a dramatic role lends support to 
the finding that professional actors are in fact strongly 
embedded within their everyday role as an actor (Phillips, 
1991).
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Thus, while actors may still be adversely affected by 
being out of work, its threat to their self and identity 
might not be as great as the threat to the self and 
identity of the unemployed in other occupations and 
professions. It is suggested, therefore, that belonging 
to a profession which is recognized for (and has a shared 
set of beliefs about) its insecurity and high percentage 
of unemployment, may slightly lessen the negative 
psychological effects for actors of being out of work; 
and, hence, considerably reduce the threat to their self 
and identity.
From the structured interviews, it appears that the 
specific aspects of the acting profession examined were 
perceived by the actors as having psychological effects 
upon them, particularly upon their self and identity. 
Because of their important implications for notions of 
self and identity (derived from the dramaturgical 
metaphor), only the psychological effects of dramatic 
role-playing, particularly upon the way actors see 
themselves and their identity (aim 1(a) of the thesis), 
were examined in greater depth in Part B and in the 
subsequent studies.
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3.3 Part B;
3.3.1 Subjects and Method
3.3.1.1 Subjects
Seventeen professional actors (9 males + 8 females) 
participated in Part B of the study. They were selected 
at random from 'Spotlight* (a directory of professional 
actors and actresses registered with theatrical agents 
in the United Kingdom) and initially contacted via their 
theatrical agent.
The number of professional actors who were initially 
approached was fifteen males (response rate = 60.0%), and 
fifteen females (response rate = 53.3%).
The mean age of the subjects was 47.1 (age range: 26 to 70 
years) for males; and 38.8 (age range: 28 to 69 years) for 
females.
From the demographic sheet the following personal details 
of the subjects were obtained:
(i) The approximate age at which the actors' interest in 
dramatic acting began was 10 years old (x = 10.2 years), 
which would appear to support the finding by Fisher and
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Fisher (1981) that professional actors choose their career 
path very early in life.
(ii) While 47% of the actors received higher education, 
73.9% possessed at least one academic qualification; 
although only 13% of the actors possessed a qualification 
in the performing arts (eg., in drama, music, or dance).
(iii) The majority (78%) of the actors had received some 
form of dramatic training, the length of which was 
approximately 2 years (x = 2.25 years).
(iv) While several (29.4%) of the actors had performed a 
dramatic role in a radio play, a number (47.1%) of them 
had appeared in films, and the majority (76.5%) had also 
played dramatic roles in the theatre and on television.
All of the subjects spoke English as their first language.
The six professional actors who were interviewed in Part A 
did not participate in Part B of Study 1.
3.3.1.2 Questionnaire
A questionnaire which consisted of thirteen questions was 
developed from those questions (1 to 14) included in the 
structured interview (used in Part A) which specifically
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related to the actors* perceptions of the psychological 
effects upon them, particularly upon the way they saw 
themselves and their identity, of the dramatic roles they 
had played.
Questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12 and 14 of the structured 
interview were included in the questionnaire used in 
Part B (as questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10 and 13). The 
response to each of these questions was in the form of 
*Yes* or 'Sometimes* or 'No', deleted by the subject as 
applicable.
Question 2 had been included in Part A as question 2, but 
in Part B, part (b) of the question asked subjects whether 
the dramatic roles they had played had affected they way 
they saw themselves in everyday life when they were 
(i) in private, and (ii) in public. This question was 
included to ascertain the effects of dramatic role-playing 
upon self-perception when in private and when in public 
beyond the confines of dramatic performance. The response 
to Question 2 was in the form of 'Yes' or 'Sometimes* or 
'No', deleted by the subject as was applicable.
In Question 6, subjects were asked whether they worried 
that other people perhaps saw them differently from the
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way they saw themselves. This question was included to 
assess concern about possible discrepancy between self­
perception and others perception of self. The response to 
Question 6 was in the form of 'Yes' or 'Sometimes' or 
'No', deleted by the subject as was applicable.
Question 7 had been included in Part A as question 6, but 
in Part B, subjects were asked whether they worried that 
they might be seen only in terms of the dramatic roles 
they had played by (a) people who knew them well,
(b) acquaintances, (c) fellow professionals, and
(d) the general public. The inclusion of parts (a), (b),
(c), and (d) was to assess concern about the possible 
consequences of self-presentation on specific others' 
perception of self. The response to Question 7 was in the 
form of 'Yes' or 'Sometimes' or 'No', deleted by the 
subject as was applicable.
Questions 9 and 9(b) had been included in Part A as 
Questions 10 and 11 respectively. In Part B, Question 
9(a), which asked subjects whether they thought that the 
dramatic role referred to in Question 9 would affect the 
way they saw themselves, was added. This question was 
included to ascertain the possible consequences of 
dramatic role-playing upon self-perception. The response
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to Questions 9, 9(a) and 9(b) was in the form of 'Yes' or 
'Perhaps' or 'No', deleted by the subject as was 
applicable.
In Question 11, subjects were asked whether they ever 
confused a dramatic role with the view of themselves
(a) when they were playing the role, and (b) in everyday 
life. This question was included to ascertain the effects 
of dramatic role-playing upon self-perception both during 
and beyond the confines of dramatic performance. The 
response to Question 11 was in the form of 'Yes' or 
'Sometimes' or 'No', deleted by the subject as was 
applicable.
In Question 12, subjects were asked to imagine that they 
were playing a particular dramatic role and that an actor 
playing the role of another character was scripted to make 
comments about the character they were playing. The 
subjects were asked whether they would perceive the 
comments as being (a) clearly about the character they 
were playing, (b) clearly about the character, although 
they would also take the comments personally, or
(c) clearly about them personally. This question was 
included to ascertain ability to distinguish self and 
dramatic role during dramatic performance.
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A demographic sheet which asked the subjects for personal 
details such as their age, the age at which their interest 
in dramatic acting began, the type of education they had 
received, their qualifications, the length of their 
dramatic training, and whether they had played at least 
one dramatic role in the theatre, for a film, on radio 
and/or television.
3.3.1.3 Procedure
The questionnaire was distributed by post to each of the 
subjects who had agreed to take part in the study, and 
were returned by pre-paid post.
The questionnaire and demographic sheet took approximately 
30 minutes to complete.
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3.3.2 Results
The frequencies of the responses to Questions 1 to 13 were 
calculated and can be seen in Tables 3.1 to 3.15.
Table 3.1: (Ql) Did playing these dramatic roles affect
you in any way ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 7 (41.2)
Sometimes 6 (35.3)
No 4 (23.5)
Table 3.2: (Q2) Did playing these dramatic roles affect 
the way you saw yourself
(a) when you were playing them ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 10 (58.8)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 5 (29.4)
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Table 3.2 (contd.)
(b) in everyday life when you were 
(i) in private ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 4 (23.5)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 11 (64.7)
(ii) in public ?
Yes 6 (35.3)
Sometimes 4 (23.5)
No 7 (41.2)
Table 3.3; (Q3) Did playing these dramatic roles affect
the way you behaved when you were
(a) in private ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 4 (23.5)
Sometimes 3 (17.6)
No 10 (58.8)
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Table 3.3 (contd.)
(b) in public ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 4 (23.5)
Sometimes 5 (29.4)
No 8 (47.1)
Table 3.4: (Q4) Do you worry about how other people 
you when you are playing a dramatic role
see
7
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 13 (76.5)
Sometimes 1 (5.9)
No 3 (17.6)
Table 3.5: (Q5) Do you worry about how other people 
you in everyday life ?
see
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 11 (64.7)
Sometimes 5 (29.4)
No 1 (5.9)
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Table 3.6: (Q6) Do you worry that other people may see
you differently from the way you see 
yourself ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 4 (23.5)
Sometimes 6 (35.3)
No 7 (41.2)
Table 3.7: (Q7) Do you 
terms of the
worry that you 
dramatic roles
may be seen only in 
you have played by
(a) people who know you well ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 0 -
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 15 (88.2)
(b) acquaintances ?
Yes 0 -
Sometimes 5 (29.4)
No 12 (70.6)
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Table 3.7 (contd.)
(c) fellow professionals ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 3 (17.6)
Sometimes 6 (35.3)
No 8 (47.1)
(d) the general public ?
Yes 3 (17.6)
Sometimes 6 (35.3)
No 8 (47.1)
Table 3.8: (Q8) When you are in public, do you feel
comfortable just being yourself ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 14 (82.4)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 1 (5.9)
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Table 3.9: (Q9) Would you play the role of a character
who is completely opposite 
yourself ?
to the way you see
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 17 (100.0)
Perhaps 0 -
No 0 -
Table 3.10: (Q9a) Do you 
(referred to 
see yourself
think that the dramatic 
in Q9) would affect the 
?
role 
way you
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 2 (11.8)
Perhaps 8 (47.1)
No 7 (41.2)
Table 3.11: (Q9b) Do you 
(referred to
think that the dramatic 
in Q9) would affect the
role
way
(a) people who know you well see you ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 0 -
Perhaps 7 (41.2)
No 10 (58.8)
97
Table 3.11 (contd.)
(b) acquaintances see you ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 2 (11.8)
Perhaps 9 (52.9)
No 6 (35.3)
(c) the general public see you ?
Yes 6 (35.3)
Perhaps 9 (52.9)
No 2 (11.8)
Table 3.12: (QIO) Do you ever confuse fantasy and reality
(a) when you are playing a dramatic role ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 2 (11.8)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 13 (76.5)
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Table 3.12 (contd.)
(b) in everyday life ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 2 (11.8)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 13 (76.5)
Table 3.13: (Qll) Do 
with the
you ever confuse a 
view of yourself
dramatic role
(a) when you are playing the dramatic role ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 0 -
Sometimes 7 (41.2)
No 10 (58.8)
(b) when 
role
you
?
are not playing the dramatic
Yes 0 -
Sometimes 3 (17.6)
No 14 (82.4)
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Table 3.14: (Q12) Imagine that you are playing a
particular dramatic role and an actor playing 
the role of another character is scripted to 
make comments about the character you are 
playing. Do you perceive the comments as 
being
(a) clearly about the character you are 
playing ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 16 (94.1)
Perhaps 1 (5.9)
No 0 -
(b) clearly 
playing, 
comments
about the character you are 
although you also take the 
personally ?
Yes 0 -
Perhaps 8 (47.1)
No 9 (52.9)
(c) clearly about you personally ?
Yes 0 -
Perhaps 1 (5.9)
No 16 (94.1)
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Table 3.15: (Q13) Are you aware of trying to preserve
your own identity
(a) when you are playing a dramatic role ?
Response Frequency (%)
Yes 3 (17.6)
Sometimes 2 (11.8)
No 12 (70.6)
(b) in everyday life ?
Yes 5 (29.4)
Sometimes 4 (23.5)
No 8 (47.1)
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3.4 Discussion of Study 1
3.4.1 Discussion of Part A and Part B (aim 1(a) of the 
thesis)"
Consistent with the finding that individuals are affected 
psychologically by the everyday roles they play 
(eg., Kuhn, 1960; Stryker, 1987), it appears that actors 
are affected psychologically by the dramatic roles they 
play. The majority of the actors who participated in the 
questionnaire study perceived that they had, at least 
sometimes, been affected by the dramatic roles they had 
played. The actors who were interviewed stated that the 
effects of dramatic role-playing seemed to emanate from 
within themselves, rather than being imposed upon them 
from an external source.
This suggests, perhaps, that dramatic role-playing may 
raise to consciousness aspects of the actor's self and 
identity which had been, hitherto, dormant and 
unrecognized. Interestingly, however, whichever aspects 
are brought out seem to be perceived by actors as having 
already existed.
Therefore, the psychological effect of dramatic role- 
playing appears to be that the development of the actor is
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encouraged. Several of the actors who were interviewed 
suggested that playing a dramatic role helped them to 
discover aspects of their self and identity and gave them 
insights into their behaviour (as the rationale for role- 
playing in therapy would propose; eg,, Moreno, 1959, 1964, 
1969). Furthermore, perhaps it is this realization by 
actors that there are many aspects to their self that is 
responsible for their so-called 'fragmented identity'
(eg., Fisher & Fisher, 1981).
The findings also suggest that dramatic role-playing 
may affect the way actors see themselves and their 
identity. From the questionnaire study, it appeared that 
the actors perceived that the dramatic roles they had 
played had affected the way they saw themselves while they 
were actually playing them. The precise nature of the 
effects upon their self-perception is not clear, however.
Certainly, several of the actors who were interviewed 
stated that they experienced a feeling of observing 
themselves while they were playing a dramatic role and 
seeing themselves from the audience's perspective (thus, 
providing a working model of Mead's (1934) principle of 
reflexivity). Furthermore, several of the actors who were 
interviewed also perceived the psychological effects of
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dramatic role-playing to be most felt during the rehearsal 
period of a new production (at which time the actors 
examined both their psychological make-up and that of the 
character they were portraying). This finding would 
appear to be consistent with Wilson's (1985) assumption 
that actors may be more likely to experience the emotions 
the character they are portraying would feel in the 
dramatized circumstances, during early rehearsal rather 
then eventual performance.
However, from the questionnaire study, it appeared that 
the actors did not perceive that the dramatic roles they 
had played had affected the way they saw themselves when 
they were in private; and while some of the actors seemed 
to perceive that playing a dramatic role may have 
affected, at least sometimes, how they behaved in private, 
the majority of actors perceived no such effects. 
Similarly, while some of the actors perceived that the 
dramatic roles they had played had affected their self­
perception and self-presentation when they were in public, 
other actors did not seem to perceive any such effects.
Contrary to the assumptions of role theory regarding role- 
merger in everyday life (eg., Biddle, 1979), there appears 
to be no evidence that actors confuse themselves with the
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dramatic roles they play. Thus, the majority of actors in 
the questionnaire study maintained that, in everyday life, 
they had not confused a dramatic role with themselves.
This is further supported by the finding that the majority 
of the actors in the questionnaire study reported that 
they would perceive any comments made about a character 
they were portraying by another actor as being clearly 
about the character and not about them personally. This 
suggests that dramatic role-playing may, perhaps, involve 
a more behavioural, rather than a purely cognitive, 
element.
Moreover, several of the actors who were interviewed 
stated that while actors must 'become* emotionally the 
dramatic role they are playing, they should remain in 
control of themselves mentally. They also pointed out 
that the environment on a film or television set, and even 
on the stage, with its accompaniment of lights, sound 
booms and cameras, makes fantasy and reality easily 
distinguishable.
This suggestion is supported by the finding that the 
majority of the actors in the questionnaire study reported 
that they did not confuse fantasy and reality either while
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they were playing a dramatic role or in everyday life. 
Moreover, in the interviews, several of the actors 
explained that they could not allow themselves to confuse 
fantasy and reality, particularly while they were playing 
a dramatic role, for it would destroy not only their 
performance, but also the performance of the other actors.
However, while the majority of actors maintained that they 
had not confused a dramatic role with themselves while 
they were actually playing the role, over a third of them 
perceived that they sometimes had. This suggests that 
identity-role confusion may be greater during dramatic 
performance. Furthermore, slightly less than half of the 
actors reported that although they would perceive any 
comments made about a character they were portraying as 
being clearly about the character, they might also take 
the comments personally.
When asked about the preservation of their identity, while 
just over half of the actors reported that they were, or 
were sometimes aware of attempting to preserve their own 
identity in everyday life, just under half of them stated 
that they were not aware of attempting to do so. Perhaps, 
therefore, the extent to which actors attempt to preserve 
their identity in everyday life is affected not by the
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acting process (for in everyday life they are not playing 
a dramatic role), but by external factors associated with 
the acting profession (eg., being perceived by the media 
in terms of one of the dramatic roles they have played).
When asked about their perception of their identity, 
several of the actors who were interviewed claimed that 
they did not possess a 'finite* identity; neither did they 
perceive it as being stable or fixed, but as accommodating 
a multiple personae. One actor maintained that the reason 
individuals become actors is that they do not possess a 
personal identity (as maintained by Henry and Sims, 1970)
Whether this also supports the suggestion by Fisher and 
Fisher (1981) that actors are not comfortable with their 
own identity is unclear, however. While the majority of 
the actors in the questionnaire study stated that they 
felt comfortable just being themselves when they were in 
public (which would suggest that they felt secure in their 
identity), several of the actors who were interviewed said 
that they did not feel comfortable just being themselves 
when they were in public because they were used to 
appearing in public behind the facade of a dramatic role. 
The latter finding suggests that Henry and Sims (1970) may 
be correct to theorize that some actors, at least, may
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seek to acquire an identity through the dramatic roles 
they play.
Several of the actors who were interviewed also stated 
that they found the process of assuming the guise of a 
dramatic role to be very exciting, particularly as there 
were no consequences of their behaviour in the dramatic 
role. This suggests that dramatic role-playing may 
provide actors with an outlet for their fantasies and 
appears to support Wilson's (1985) suggestion that acting 
might be of cathartic value.
That actors appear to worry about how other people see 
them not only when they are playing a dramatic role, but 
also in everyday life, suggests that they may be concerned 
about their self-presentation and how they are perceived 
both during and beyond the confines of dramatic 
performance. The majority of the actors in the 
questionnaire study also stated that they worried, at 
least sometimes, that other people perhaps saw them 
differently from the way they saw themselves.
Furthermore, in the interviews, several of the actors 
maintained that their worries regarding the way other 
people saw them while they were playing a dramatic role
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were whether they were convincing the audience of the 
dramatic role (which would appear to support Lyman & 
Scott's (1970) suggestion that actors perceive a threat to 
their self and identity from the audience who they see as 
challenging their claim to be the character they are 
portraying).
All of the actors in the questionnaire study stated that 
they would play the role of a character who was completely 
opposite to the way they saw themselves. Furthermore, 
while over half of them appeared to think that it would 
not affect the way they saw themselves or the way people 
who knew them well saw them, the majority stated that they 
thought that it would affect the way acquaintances and the 
general public saw them.
Finally, in the questionnaire study, the majority of the 
actors reported that they worried, at least sometimes, 
that they might be seen not only by the public, but also 
by fellow professionals in terms of the dramatic roles 
they had played. This finding was supported in the 
interviews, during which several of the actors stated that 
they often felt bracketed and type-cast by directors. 
However, that in general the actors did not appear to 
worry that people who knew them well and acquaintances
109
might see them in terms of the dramatic roles they had 
played suggests, perhaps, that actors are not concerned 
about the effects of their self-presentation upon how they 
are perceived by people who are 'close* to them; for, 
presumably, such people would know the actors for 
themselves and not merely for their dramatic roles.
In view of the small sample size, and since three of the 
actors who were interviewed in Part A worked together 
(which may have influenced the responses they gave), it is 
important not to overspeculate the implications of the 
findings of Study 1. The results of the interviews and 
the questionnaires do appear to tentatively suggest, 
however, that playing dramatic roles may affect actors 
psychologically, particularly the way they see themselves 
and their identity, and raise a number of issues which 
will be investigated in the subsequent studies. For 
example, that several of the actors seemed to perceive 
that the dramatic roles they had played had not affected 
their self-perception and identity suggests either that 
actors may simply not be aware of the psychological 
effects upon them of dramatic role-playing, or that 
certain variables may influence the extent to which some 
actors are affected psychologically by the dramatic roles 
they play.
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According to role theory the psychological effects 
upon individuals of the everyday roles they play may be 
greater if they are deeply involved in their roles 
(eg., Biddle, 1979). Therefore, perhaps the psychological 
effects upon actors of the dramatic roles they play are 
greater when they are psychologically 'involved* in their 
dramatic roles.
Furthermore, the psychological effects of playing a 
dramatic role may be greater at certain stages of dramatic 
performance (eg., during rehearsal) than at others 
(eg., after it has been played for some time). Similarly, 
that a dramatic role may affect the way actors see 
themselves while they are playing it, as opposed to in 
everyday life, suggests that their self-perception may 
change in relation to the dramatic roles they play (and 
according to the interviews regarding the psychological 
effects of unemployment, when they are between dramatic 
roles - ie., unemployed).
The findings of Study 1 also imply that actors differ in 
their perception of their identity. Thus, contrary to 
Henry and Sims' (1970) suggestion that actors do not 
possess an identity of their own, it appears that while 
some actors perceive their identity as stable, other
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actors may perceive their identity as flexible and able to 
assume the guise of the dramatic role they are playing. 
From this finding, it might be speculated that the extent 
to which actors are affected psychologically by the 
dramatic roles they play may depend upon the stability or 
flexibility of their identity.
Moreover, that actors appear to be concerned about their 
self-presentation and the way they are seen by others, and 
furthermore, that they may confuse the dramatic role they 
are playing with themselves, raises the issue of 
confusion and conflict; which may be experienced by 
actors if there is a discrepancy between their self­
perception and, for example, their self-presentation when 
playing a dramatic role or how they believe they are 
seen by other people.
Before the psychological effects of dramatic role-playing 
upon self and identity can be investigated further, 
however, it is first necessary to determine whether there 
are differences between actors themselves, and between 
actors and non-actors in terms of personality (ie., to 
establish whether the dramatic actor does serve *as a 
model of a person*, Mixon, 1983, p.98, as the 
dramaturgical metaphor implies). If actors are found to
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be unique in terms of the way they perceive themselves on 
a number of personality dimensions, and, furthermore, if a 
specific actor personality type can be identified, then 
clearly personality may influence the extent to which 
actors are affected psychologically by the dramatic roles 
they play.
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Chapter 4:
Study 2 - THE ACT OF BEING: PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS OF 
PROFESSIONAL ACTORS, AMATEUR ACTORS AND 
NON-ACTORS *
[This study was reported in a paper entitled 'The act of 
being: Personality characteristics of professional 
actors, amateur actors and non-actors' (Hammond, J. & 
Edelmann, R.J.), presented at the First International 
Conference on Psychology and Performing Arts, July, 
1990; and was published in: G. Wilson (ed.). Psychology 
and Performing Arts. Amsterdam: Swets & Zeitlinger,
1991J
4.1 Introduction and objectives
The findings of Study 1 suggest that some actors may be 
affected psychologically in some ways by the dramatic 
roles they play, and that these psychological effects, 
particularly upon the way actors see themselves and their 
identity, require further investigation. However, in 
order to ensure that personality is not a confounding 
variable which may influence the psychological effects 
upon actors of playing dramatic roles, it is first 
necessary to determine whether actors differ from non­
actors in terms of the way they see themselves on a number 
of personality dimensions.
While by some people, particularly their fans, 
professional actors are idolatrously revered, by others
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(eg., the media), they are treated with suspicion. More 
often than not, actors are seen as being 'different*, as 
deviating from the conventional and perhaps, therefore, 
the 'normal'. Thus, although somewhat exaggerated, the 
sardonic self-image put forward by the American actor, 
Charlton Heston, would seem to reflect the way 
professional actors are frequently regarded by many of 
those who stand outside the profession: "Actors - they'll
seduce your daughter and possibly your wife. And what's 
more they don't pay their bills, everybody knows that.
And they don't wash very often, and they swear terribly in 
public. They scratch their balls, and they drink a great 
deal" (Charlton Heston in Bates, 1986, p.19).
Unfortunately, psychology has done little to alter, or 
indeed to investigate seriously, the dramatic actor 
stereotype; the studies which have been conducted appear 
only to reinforce many of the myths about how actors 
behave in 'real' life. For example, it has been argued 
that professional actors have poorly integrated, largely 
hysteric and schizoid personalities (Barr, Langs, Holt, 
Goldgerger & Klein, 1972). They are exhibitionistic and 
narcissistic, having much pent-up aggression; and are 
passive, vulnerable to stress, tend to be overly anxious 
and have impaired body images. Moreover, it has been
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suggested that their major defenses are regression, 
projection, denial, isolation and reaction formation (Barr 
et al., 1972). Fisher and Fisher (1981) claim that 
professional actors tend to be more exhibitionistic and 
more impulsive compared with non-performers. Furthermore, 
they found that professional actors* scores on the Eysenck 
Personality Questionnaire (E.P.Q.: Eysenck & Eysenck,
1975) were consistent with the E.P.Q. norms for various 
occupational groups which place actors in the ’hysterical* 
(ie., extraverted and emotional) quadrant of the major 
two-dimensional framework.
Hence, findings of previous research tend to paint a 
rather unflattering portrait of the actor; and to imply 
that actors are unique, and, therefore, separate from the 
rest of society. In what ways however, might one 
anticipate personality differences between actors and 
non-actors ?
Of all the personality characteristics attributed to the 
actor, perhaps the most frequently applied is that of 
extraversion. It is a common assumption that to be an 
actor one has to be an extravert (Fisher & Fisher, 1981). 
Furthermore, consistent with the notion that all actors 
are extraverts is the notion that actors have big egos.
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are self-centred and self-involved.
Given their training, one might also assume that actors 
are better able than others to manage the way they present 
themselves, or to monitor their performance; a 
characteristic highlighted by Snyder (1974). He suggested 
that high self-monitors are better able to monitor their 
own performances and to skilfully adjust their 
performances when signals from others tell them that they 
are not having the desired effect. Self-monitoring may 
serve as a self-presentational strategy (eg., Danheiser & 
Graziano, 1982; Gerstein, Ginter & Graziano, 1981; Snyder 
& Cantor, 1980).
It has further been suggested that actors need to feel 
disinhibited (at least while they are playing a dramatic 
role). That is, their inhibitions (particularly social 
ones) have to be lowered in order for them to feel "free* 
to express themselves fully. Actors cannot afford to be 
encumbered with social constraints. While it might be 
assumed that actors will be privately self-consciousness 
(attending to the private and hidden aspects of 
themselves), they are less likely to be publicly self- 
conscious .
117
Another common assumption about actors is that they are 
sociable and not shy. Whereas sociability is the tendency 
to affiliate with others and to prefer being with others 
to remaining alone; shyness describes the reaction to 
being with strangers or casual acquaintances where one 
feels awkward or uncomfortable. An actor who appears not 
to be shy while he is acting could be the opposite in real 
life, when the dramatic 'mask* is removed (Zimbardo,
1977).
The issue of the actor's personality relates both to the 
question of dispositional characteristics and, in the case 
of professional actors, to career choice and to the wider 
question, posed in the introduction to this thesis, 
relating to the analogy made by many social psychological 
theories, such as Coffman's (1959) dramaturgical model and 
role theory, between 'acting* in everyday life and 
dramatic acting.
A further issue relates to the way in which personality is 
shaped by and/or determines career choice. Layder (1981), 
for example, argues that much of the seemingly neurotic 
behaviour associated with professional actors is the 
result of the eccentricities of the acting profession 
(eg., the response to 'competitive individualism* and
118
constant close surveillance; and the high unemployment and 
the temporary nature of work when it is attained). Bates 
(1986) also takes this approach and maintains that much of 
the professional actor's behaviour is a natural response 
to the vagaries of the acting profession itself.
However, evidence implies that some dispositional factors 
may be involved in determining career choice. For 
example, Fisher & Fisher (1981) suggest that an unbending 
commitment to acting appears to have been present in many 
actors from a very early age. Moreover, this was 
supported in Study 1 of this thesis - the actors reported 
that they had an interest in dramatic acting from as young 
as 10 years old.
The aim of the present study was thus to assess the extent 
to which those who pursue a professional career in 
acting or engage in amateur dramatics as a hobby possess a 
specific personality (aim 2 of the thesis).
Characteristics examined, suggested by previous work and 
the nature of the acting profession, were extraversion, 
neuroticism, psychoticism, honesty, social desirability, 
self-esteem, ability to modify self-presentation, 
sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others, cross- 
situational variability, attention to social comparison
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information, private self-consciousness, social anxiety, 
shyness and sociability.
Moreover, assuming that dispositional factors will 
influence choice of career and leisure activities, and/or 
that playing a dramatic role will shape personality and 
self-perception, and based on the limited findings of 
previous research on the personality of actors 
(eg., Barr et al., 1972), it was hypothesized that the 
professional actors would be more extravert, more 
neurotic, more psychotic, less honest, display less 
concern for appearing to be socially desirable, possess 
higher self-esteem, be more able to modify their self­
presentation, be more sensitive to the expressive 
behaviour of others, display greater cross-situational 
variability, be more attentive to social comparison 
information, be more privately self-conscious, be less 
publicly self-conscious, be less socially anxious, be less 
shy, and be more sociable than the non-actors; and that 
the amateur actors' scores on these personality variables 
would fall mid-way between the scores of the professional 
actors and the non-actors.
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4.2 Subjects and Method 
4.2.1 Subjects
One hundred and sixty-one subjects took part in the study;
51 professional actors (27 males + 24 females) who were 
currently appearing on either television, radio, film, or 
stage (a number in the West End of London). They were 
selected at random from 'Spotlight* (a directory of 
professional actors and actresses registered with 
theatrical agents in the United Kingdom) and initially 
approached via their theatrical agent;
58 amateur actors (27 males + 31 females) who belonged to 
and performed in 8 amateur dramatics companies in the 
South East of England, selected at random from those 
listed in the local telephone directory. They were 
contacted through the drama company's director. The 
amateur actors were pursuing a full-time career not allied 
to acting (eg., secretary, manager, school teacher, and 
housewife), and volunteered to take part in the study;
52 of the subjects (7 males +45 females) were non-actors 
who said they had never acted in the dramatic sense, and 
who were pursuing full-time careers similar to the amateur 
actors (eg., 17 worked in banks, 9 were school teachers.
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and 18 worked in various departmental stores. Other 
occupations included estate agent, clerk, and caterer).
The employers were selected at random from the local 
telephone directory; and the subjects volunteered to take 
part in the study.
The number of individuals in each group who were initially 
approached and sent a set of questionnaires was seventy- 
eight professional actors (response rate = 65.4%), ninety- 
five amateur actors (response rate = 61.1%), and 
sixty-three non-actors (82.5%).
The mean age of the professional actors was 43.4 (age 
range: 24 to 69 years) for males, and 43.9 (age range: 23 
to 65 years) for females; the mean age of the amateur 
actors was 41.8 (age range: 23 to 64 years) for males, and
42.2 (age range: 18 to 62 years) for females; and the mean 
age of the non-actors was 32.3 (age range: 19 to 58 years) 
for males, and 38.3 (age range: 18 to 65 years) for 
females.*
* Although group means differ for age, a one-way between 
groups analysis of variance revealed that the age 
differences were not significant (F(df = 2,60) = 2.17; 
p > 0.05: for males; and F(df = 2,99) = 1.41; p > 0.05:
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for females).
All of the subjects spoke English as their first language.
4.2.2 Questionnaires
Each subject completed a set of 6 standardized 
questionnaires presented in random order;
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (E.P.Q; Eysenck & 
Eysenck, 1975). This is a widely used scale consisting of 
ninety items assessing four dimensions of personality: 
extraversion (21 items), neuroticism (23 items) and 
psychoticism (25 items), and containing a Lie Scale (21 
items). Items are rated *yes*/*no*, with a higher score 
indicating a tendency towards that particular personality 
dimension. The E.P.Q. has been widely used and has 
established reliability and validity.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979). This scale 
measures the extent to which one values oneself 
(ie., one's self-worth). It consists of ten items each 
rated on a scale of 0 (high self-esteem) to 4 (low self­
esteem), with higher scores indicating lower self-esteem. 
The scale has been widely used and has established 
reliability and validity.
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Revised Self-Monitoring and Concern for Appropriateness 
Scales (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984: derived from the Self- 
Monitoring Scale; Snyder, 1974). The former scale has 
thirteen items divided between two subscales: ability to 
modify self-presentation, and sensitivity to the 
expressive behaviour of others. The latter scale has 
twenty items divided between two subscales: cross- 
situational variability, and attention to social 
comparison information. All the items are each rated on a
6-point Likert scale (from 0 = certainly, always false to
5 - certainly, always true), with a higher score 
indicating a tendency towards that particular personality 
dimension. Both scales have acceptable internal 
consistency.
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960). This scale measures an individual's need 
to respond in culturally sanctioned (ie., socially 
desirable) ways. It consists of thirty-three items rated 
'true'/'false', with higher scores indicating higher 
social desirability. The scale has been widely used and 
has established reliability and validity.
Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier & Buss, 
1975). This scale measures two major components of self­
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consciousness: private self-consciousness (attending to 
one's inner thoughts and feelings) and public self- 
consciousness (a general awareness of the self as a social 
object that has an effect on others). A third related 
factor, social anxiety (a feeling of discomfort in the 
presence of others) is also assessed by the scale. The 
scale consists of twenty-three items rated on a 5-point 
Likert scale (from 0 = extremely uncharacteristic to 
4 - extremely characteristic), with a higher score 
indicating a tendency towards that particular personality 
dimension. The scale has been shown to have adequate 
reliability.
Shyness and Sociability Scale (Cheek & Buss, 1981).
This scale consists of fourteen items measuring two 
dimensions: shyness (discomfort and inhibition that may 
occur in the presence of others) and sociability (the 
preference or need to be with people). Each item is rated 
on a 5-point Likert scale (from 0 = extremely 
uncharacteristic to 4 = extremely characteristic), with a 
higher score indicating a tendency towards that particular 
personality dimension. The scale has been shown to have 
acceptable internal consistency.
The subscales of the questionnaires constitute the 15
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independent variables examined in the study,
A demographic sheet (which asked for personal details, 
eg., age and occupation) was also included in the set of 
questionnaires.
4.2.3 Procedure
The questionnaires were distributed by post to each of the 
subjects who had agreed to take part in the study, and 
were returned by pre-paid post.
The questionnaires and demographic sheet took 
approximately 45 minutes to complete.
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4.3 Results
4.3.1 Part A:
In order to assess the reliability and factor structure of 
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the Revised Self- 
Monitoring and Concern for Appropriateness Scales, the 
Self-Consciousness Scale and the Shyness and Sociability 
Scale, a reliability analysis and a factor analysis were 
performed on the data obtained from these questionnaires 
for the professional actors, amateur actors and non-actors 
collectively (ie., with data from all subjects). Further 
factor analyses were also performed for each of the three 
groups separately (see Appendix 2.2). In view of the 
widely established reliability and validity of the Eysenck 
Personality Questionnaire and the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale, further analyses of these measures 
were not conducted.
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4.3.1.1 Reliablity analysis
The following reliability coefficients were obtained from 
the analysis of the data from all subjects, using existing 
factors.
Table 4.1; Reliability coefficients of the questionnaires
Reliability Coefficient 
Questionnaire (Alpha)
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 0.85
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale 0.82
Concern for Appropriateness Scale 0.82
Self-Consciousness Scale;
Private self-consciousness 0.79
Public self-consciousness 0.80
Social anxiety 0.72
Shyness and Sociability Scale:
Shyness 0.82
Sociability 0.73
r
The results of the reliability analysis showed that the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the Revised Self-Monitoring
and Concern for Appropriateness Scales, the Self-
Consciousness Scale and the Shyness and Sociability Scale
demonstrated high reliability.
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4.3.1.2 Factor analysis 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
Table 4.2: Varimax results for the factor analysis of the
Self-Esteem Scale with data from all subjects
Loading
Variance 
Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 1
On the whole I am satisfied 
with myself 0.67 4.47 44.7
At times I think I am no 
good at all 0.72
I certainly feel useless 
at times 0.74
I wish I could have more 
respect for myself 0.79
All in all, I am inclined to 
feel that I am a failure 0.66
I take a positive attitude 
toward myself 0.71
FACTOR 2
I feel that I have a number 
of good qualities 0.86 1.42 14.2
I am able to do things as 
well as most other people 0.67
I feel I do not have much to 
be proud of 0.52
I feel that I am a person of 
worth, at least on an equal 
plane with others 0.76
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The principal-component analysis and Varimax rotation 
produced two factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. The first 
factor, which accounted for 44.7% of the variance, 
contained six items with loadings > 0.5. The items are 
contained within Rosenberg's (1979) Scale Items I, III, 
IV, V and VI; four of which are contained within Carmines 
and Zeller's (1974) second factor (following their factor 
analysis of the Self-Esteem Scale) labelled 'negative 
self-esteem'.
The second factor, which accounted for 14.2% of the 
variance, contained four items with loadings > 0.5. The 
items are contained within Rosenberg's (1979) Scale Items 
I and II; three of which are also contained within 
Carmines and Zeller's (1974) first factor (following 
their factor analysis of the Self-Esteem Scale) labelled 
'positive self-esteem'.
130
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale
Table 4.3: Varimax results for the factor analysis of the
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale with data from 
all subjects
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 1
In social situations, I have 
the ability to alter my 
behaviour if I feel that
something else is called for 0.69 4.49 34.6
I have the ability to control 
the way I come across to 
people, depending on the 
impression I wish to give 
them 0.64
When I feel that the image I 
am portraying isn't working,
I can readily change it to 
something that does 0.68
I have trouble changing my 
behaviour to suit different 
people and different 
situations 0.76
I have found that I can adjust 
my behaviour to meet the 
requirements of any situation 
I find myself in 0.71
Even when it might be to my 
advantage, I have difficulty 
putting up a good front 0.60
Once I know what the situation 
calls for, it's easy for me to 
regulate my actions 
accordingly 0.67
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Table 4.3 (contd.)
Loading
Variance 
Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 2
I am often able to read 
people's true emotions 
correctly through their eyes 0.68 1.82 14.0
In conversations, I am 
sensitive to even the 
slightest change in the facial 
expression of the person I'm 
conversing with 0.61
My powers of intuition are 
quite good when it comes to 
understanding others' emotions 
and motives 0.67
I can usually tell when others 
consider a joke to be in bad 
taste, even though they may 
laugh convincingly 0.56
I can usually tell when I've 
said something inappropriate by 
reading it in the listener's 
eyes 0.70
If someone is lying to me,
I usually know it at once from 
that person's manner of 
expression 0.71
The principal-component analysis and Varimax rotation 
produced two factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. The first 
factor, which accounted for 34.6% of the variance, 
contained seven items with loadings > 0.5, all of which
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are contained within Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) first 
factor labelled 'Ability to modify self-presentation'.
The second factor, which accounted for 14.0% of the 
variance, contained six items with loadings > 0.5, all of 
which are contained within Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) 
second factor labelled 'Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others'.
The factor analysis, therefore, demonstrated that the 
factors extracted mirrored exactly Lennox and Wolfe's 
(1984) original factor structure of the Revised Self- 
Monitoring Scale.
Concern for Appropriateness Scale
Table 4.4: Varimax results for the factor analysis of the
Concern for Appropriateness Scale with data 
from all subjects
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 1
I actively avoid wearing
clothes that are not in style 0.60 6.13 30.6
At parties I usually try to 
behave in a manner that makes 
me fit in 0.56
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Table 4.4 (contd.)
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
When I am uncertain how to act 
in a social situation I look 
to the behaviour of others for 
cues 0.70
I try to pay attention to the 
reactions of others to my 
behaviour in order to avoid 
being out of place 0.63
I tend to pay attention to
what others are wearing 0.50
The slightest look of 
disapproval in the eyes of a 
person with whom I am 
interacting is enough to make 
me change my approach 0.59
It's important to me to fit
into the group I'm with 0.63
My behaviour often depends on 
how I feel others wish me to 
behave 0.55
If I am the least bit uncertain 
as to how to act in a social 
situation, I look to the 
behaviour of others for cues 0.64
I usually keep up with
clothing style changes by
watching what others wear 0.70
FACTOR 2
I tend to show different sides
of myself to different people 0.69 2.22 11.1
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Table 4.4 (contd.)
Loading
Variance 
Eigenvalue (%)
In different situations and 
with different people, I 
often act like very different 
persons 0.69
Although I know myself, I find 
that others do not know me 0.63
Different situations can make 
me behave like very different 
people 0.74
Different people tend to have 
different impressions about 
the type of person I am 0.74
I am not always the person 
I appear to be 0.78
I sometimes have the feeling 
that people don't know who 
I really am 0.67
Items with loading < 0.5;
It is my feeling that if everyone 
else in a group is behaving in a 
certain manner, this must be the 
proper way to behave
I find that I tend to pick up slang 
expressions from others and use them 
as part of my own vocabulary
Loading 
Factor 1 Factor 2
0.30
0.28
0.24
0.29
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Table 4.4 (contd.)
Loading 
Factor 1 Factor 2
When in a social situation, I tend not 
to follow the crowd, but instead behave 
in a manner that suits my particular
mood at the time 0.22 - 0.16
The principal-component analysis and Varimax rotation 
produced two factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. The first 
factor, which accounted for 30.6% of the variance, 
contained ten items with loadings >0.5, all of which are 
contained within Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) second factor 
labelled 'Attention to social comparison information'.
The second factor, which accounted for 11.1% of the 
variance, contained seven items with loadings > 0.5, all 
of which are contained within Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) 
first factor labelled 'Cross-situational variability'.
Item 2, 'It is my feeling that if everyone else in a group 
is behaving in a certain manner, this must be the proper 
way to behave' and item 20, 'When in a social situation, I 
tend not to follow the crowd, but instead behave in a 
manner that suits my particular mood at the time', which 
are contained within Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) second
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factor, loaded < 0.5 on both factors, although they loaded 
more heavily on factor 1 (which reflected Lennox and 
Wolfe's second factor).
However, item 9, 'I find that I tend to pick up slang 
expressions from others and use them as part of my own 
vocabulary', which is also contained within Lennox and 
Wolfe's (1984) second factor, loaded < 0.5 on both 
factors, but loaded slightly more heavily on factor 2 
(which reflected Lennox and Wolfe's first factor).
Self-Consciousness Scale
Table 4.5: Varimax results for the factor analysis of the
Self-Consciousness Scale with data from all 
subjects
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 1
I'm always trying to figure
myself out 0.75 5.76 25.1
I'm concerned about my style 
of doing things 0.48
I reflect about myself a lot 0.73
I'm often the subject of my
own fantasies 0.40
I never scrutinize myself 0.55
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Table 4.5 (contd.)
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
I'm generally attentive to 
my inner feelings 0.62
I'm constantly examining my 
motives 0.64
I sometimes have the feeling
that I'm off somewhere
watching myself 0.50
I'm alert to changes in my
mood 0.62
I'm aware of the way my mind 
works when I work through a 
problem 0.41
FACTOR 2
I'm concerned about my style
of doing things 0.40 2.60 11.3
Generally, I'm not very aware 
of myself 0.41
I'm concerned about the way 
I present myself 0.73
I'm self-consciousness about
the way I look 0.75
I usually worry about making 
a good impression 0.56
One of the last things I do
before I leave my house is
look in the mirror 0.61
I'm concerned about what
other people think of me 0.69
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Table 4.5 (contd.)
Loading
Variance 
Eigenvalue (%)
I'm usually aware of my 
appearance 0.68
FACTOR 3
It takes me time to overcome 
my shyness in new situations 0.75 1.95 8.5
I have trouble working when 
someone is watching me 0.40
I get embarrassed very easily 0.58
I don't find it hard to talk 
to strangers 0.54
I feel anxious when I speak 
in front of a group 0.67
Large groups make me nervous 0.74
The principal-component analysis and Varimax rotation 
produced three factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. The 
first factor, which accounted for 25.1% of the variance, 
contained ten items with loadings > 0.4, nine of which are 
contained within Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) first factor 
labelled 'Private self-consciousness'.
The second factor, which accounted for 11.3% of the 
variance, contained eight items with loadings > 0.4, seven
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of which are contained within Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) 
second factor labelled 'Public self-consciousness'.
The third factor, which accounted for 8.5% of the 
variance, contained six items with loadings > 0.4, all of 
which are contained within Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) 
third factor labelled 'Social anxiety'.
Item 2, 'I'm concerned about my style of doing things', 
which is contained within Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) 
second factor, loaded > 0.4 on factors 1 and 2, although 
it loaded slightly more heavily on factor 1 (which 
reflected Fenigstein et al.'s first factor).
Shyness and Sociability Scale
Table 4.6: Varimax results for the factor analysis of the
Shyness and Sociability Scale with data from 
all subjects
Variance 
Loading Eigenvalue (%)
FACTOR 1
I am socially somewhat
awkward 0.67 4.83 34.5
I am more shy with members
of the opposite sex 0.50
I feel nervous when speaking 
to someone in authority 0.71
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Table 4.6 (contd.)
Loading
Variance 
Eigenvalue (%)
When conversing, I worry 
about saying something dumb 0.67
I don't find it hard to talk 
to strangers 0.47
I have trouble looking 
someone right in the eye 0.46
I feel inhibited in social 
situations 0.73
I feel tense when I'm with 
people I don't know well 0.76
I am often uncomfortable at 
parties and other social 
functions 0.62
FACTOR 2
I prefer working with others 
than alone 0.55 1.76 12.6
I like to be with people 0.71
I find people more stimulating 
than anything else 0.69
I welcome the opportunity to 
mix socially with people 0.74
I don't find it hard to talk 
to strangers 0.46
I'd be unhappy if I were 
prevented from making many 
social contacts 0.69
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The principal-component analysis and Varimax rotation 
produced two factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0. The first 
factor, which accounted for 34.5% of the variance, 
contained nine items with loadings > 0.4, all of which are 
contained within Cheek and Buss's (1981) first factor 
labelled 'Shyness'.
The second factor, which accounted for 12.6% of the 
variance, contained six items with loadings > 0.4, five of 
which are contained within Cheek and Buss's (1981) second 
factor labelled 'Sociability'.
Item 9, 'I don't find it hard to talk to strangers', which 
is contained within Cheek and Buss's (1981) first factor, 
loaded > 0.4 on both factors, although it loaded slightly 
more heavily on factor 1 (which reflected Cheek and Buss's 
first factor).
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4.3.2 Part B:
The factor analysis of the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, 
the Revised Self-Monitoring and Concern for 
Appropriateness Scales, the Self-Consciousness Scale, and 
the Shyness and Sociability Scale demonstrated that the 
factors extracted mirrored exactly the original factor 
structure of each of the scales. Therefore, using the 
original factors of each of the scales, together with the 
established factors of the Eysenck Personality 
Questionnaire and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale, Multiple Discriminant Analyses were performed 
(since univariate F.ratios alone were not appropriate) in 
order to identify the extent to which clusters of 
variables discriminated between the professional actors, 
amateur actors and non-actors.
The mean scores and standard deviations for the three 
groups on each of the 15 variables are presented in 
Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7: Group means (M), standard deviations (SD),
F.ratios and post hoc comparison of means
Subject
Group Personality Dimension
EXTRAVERSION NEÜROTICISM PSYCHOTICISM
M SD M SD M SD
Professionals 14.0 4.4 13.6 4.7 4.2 2.3
Amateurs 14.7 4.6 12.6 4.9 3.6 3.2
Non-actors 12.3 5.2 11.3 5.7 2.8 1.8
F = 3.5* n.s. F = 3.9*
SOCIAL
LIE DESIRABILITY SELF-ESTEEM
M SD M SD M SD
Professionals a 7.1 3.5 a 14.0 4.7 20.8 3.7
Amateurs a 7.6 3.6 a 14.4 5.0 20.8 4.5
Non-actors b 10.1 4.0 b 17.5 4.0 20.6 4.9
F = 10.3** F = 9. 5** n.s
SENSITIVITY TO THE
ABILITY TO MODIFY EXPRESSIVE BEHAVIOUR
SELF-PRESENTATION OF OTHERS
M SD M SD
Professionals 23.0 5.2 21.6 3.5
Amateurs 24.3 4.3 19.8 4.1
Non-actors 21.8 4.8 19.9 3.7
F = 3.8* F = 3.5*
144
Table 4.7 (contd.)
Subject
Group Personality Dimension
CROSS-SITUATIONAL ATTENTION TO SOCIAL
VARIABILITY COMPARISON INFORMATION
M SD M SD
Professionals 20.2 5.5 30.3 9.0
Amateurs 20.1 6.5 33.6 7.4
Non-actors 18.3 6.3 34.4 8.4
n.s F = 3l. 6*
PRIVATE PUBLIC
SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
M SD M SD
Professionals b 25.7 5.7 17.7 4.3
Amateurs b 23.5 6.2 17.7 4.7
Non-actors a 20.7 4.9 16.8 5.0
F = 10.2** n.s
SOCIAL ANXIETY SHYNESS SOCIABILITY
M SD M SD M SD
Professionals a 10.1 4.6 a 12.5 5.1 13.7 3.2
Amateurs b 11.0 4.4 a 13.4 5.7 13.9 3.5
Non actors b 12.9 4.7 b 16.7 5.7 12.2 2.7
F = 5.3* F = 8.3** F = 5.0*
F. prob. Group means without a suffix or 
with the same suffix (a or b) do
* p < 0.05 not differ significantly from 
each other
** p < 0.001
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The mean scores of the amateur actors lie between those of 
the professional actors and non-actors on a number of 
variables (ie., neuroticism, psychoticism, lie, social 
desirability, self-esteem, cross-situational variability, 
attention to social comparison information, private self- 
consciousness, social anxiety and shyness).
On the remaining variables, the mean scores of the amateur 
actors are either marginally higher than those for the 
professional actors and non-actors (ie., on extraversion, 
ability to modify self-presentation, public self- 
consciousness and sociability), or there is very little 
difference between the mean scores of the three groups 
(ie., on sociability).
A one-way ANOVA and post hoc comparison of means 
(Scheffe's test) were conducted on each of the variables 
(see Table 4.7).
To identify the best discriminating composite of variables 
between the professional actors and the amateur actors, 
the amateur actors and the non-actors, and the 
professional actors and the non-actors, three Multiple 
Discriminant Analyses were performed for each of these 
pairs of groups using a step-wise procedure. Wilk's
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lambda was used as the step-wise criterion and in each 
analysis only one function was extracted (ie., when 
discriminant analysis is used with two groups one 
discriminant function is calculated).
In the first analysis nine of the original fifteen 
variables loaded onto the one discriminant function, all 
of which showed a significant U value (see Table 4.8), 
indicating that these personality dimensions best 
discriminated between the professional actors and the 
amateur actors.
Table 4.8: Variables in analysis after step-wise
algorithm
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Sensitivity to the expressive
behaviour of others * 0.95 0.02
Ability to modify
self-presentation ** 0.90 0.00
Attention to social comparison
information ** 0.87 0.00
Private self-consciousness ** 0.83 0.00
Lie ** 0.81 0.00
Social anxiety ** 0.79 0.00
Extraversion ** 0.78 0.00
Public self-consciousness ** 0.77 0.00
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Table 4.8 (contd.)
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Sociability ** 0.76 0.00
* p < 0.05
** p < 0.01
The significance level of the observed U of Milk's lamba 
can be based on a Chi-squared transformation of the 
statistic (Norusis, 1988) (see Table 4.9).
Table 4.9: Summary table of the canonical discriminant
analysis
Function Wilk's lambda Chi-squared df
1 0.76 27.86 9
U values close to 1 occur when the within-groups 
variability is small compared to the total variability; in 
other words, when most of the total variability can be 
attributed to differences between the means of the groups. 
Thus, large values indicate that group means do not appear 
to be different, while small values suggest that the group 
means are different.
148
Function 1 showed a significant level of discriminating 
power (U = 0.76; p < 0.01). Therefore, the two sub­
samples mean scores were significantly different and, 
consequently, these items best discriminated between the 
two groups (see Table 4.8).
To assess the relative contribution of variables to the 
discriminant function it is necessary to compute 
standardized coefficients (Norusis, 1988). Of the 
variables displayed in Table 4.10, three had a function 
coefficient loading of > +/- 0.5 and thus, ability to 
modify self-presentation, attention to social comparison 
information, and sensitivity to the expressive behaviour 
of others were seen to be the most important in the 
development of the function.
Table 4.10: Standardized canonical discriminant function
coefficients
Variable Function 1
Extraversion 0.28
Lie 0.43
Ability to modify self-presentation * 0.70
Sensitivity to the expressive behaviour
of others * - 0.60
Attention to social comparison
information * 0.68
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Table 4.10 (contd.)
Variable Function 1
Private self-consciousness - 0.44
Public self-consciousness - 0.41
Social anxiety 0.49
Sociability 0.26
* function loading of > +/- 0.5
Once the calculated coefficients have been standardized to 
adjust for unequal means it is possible to rank the 
variables in order to show which have the largest 
coefficients; in descending order for function these were 
ability to modify self-presentation, attention to social 
comparison information, sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others, social anxiety, private self- 
consciousness, lie, public self-consciousness, 
extraversion and sociability.
One indicator of the efficacy of the discriminant 
functions is the actual discriminant score (Norusis,
1988). Based on the coefficients in Table 4.10, it is 
possible to calculate the discriminant scores for each 
case (see Table 4.11). The means of each sub-group were
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calculated to enable comparison of groups along 
function 1,
Thus, on average, the amateur actors had a smaller 
discriminant function score for function 1 than the 
professional actors.
Table 4.11: Canonical discriminant functions evaluated at
group means (group centroids)
Group Function 1
Professional actors - 0.59
Amateur actors 0.52
Another way to assess the contribution of a variable to 
the discriminant function is to assess the correlations 
between the variables of the function and the values of 
the variables (Norusis, 1988). The canonical correlations 
shown in Table 4.12 are simply the usual Pearson 
correlation between the discriminant score and the group 
variable. The computation of coefficients is carried out 
by calculating for each case the value of the discriminant 
function and the Pearson correlation coefficients between 
it and the original values obtained. The results, shown 
in Table 4.12 are a pooled within-groups correlation
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matrix calculated for each group. The variables are 
ordered by the size of the correlation within the 
function.
Table 4.12 Correlations between the discriminating 
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions
Variable Function 1
Sensitivity to the expressive behaviour 
of others - 0.41
Attention to social comparison information 0.36
Private self-consciousness - 0.33
Ability to modify self-presentation 0.26
Social desirability 0.18
Social anxiety 0.17
Psychoticism - 0.15
Extraversion 0.14
Lie 0.13
Neuroticism - 0.13
Cross-situational variability 0.12
Shyness 0.11
Sociability 0.06
Self-esteem 0.02
Public self-consciousness 0.01
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Thus, for function 1, the largest contribution was made by 
the personality dimension, sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others, followed by attention to social 
comparison information.
Another indicator of the effectiveness of a discriminant 
function is the actual discriminant scores in the groups 
(Norusis, 1988). A 'good* discriminant function is one 
that has much between-group variability when compared to 
within-group variability. Table 4.13 shows a variety of 
statistics based on ANOVA. The eigenvalue is the ratio of 
between-groups and within-groups sums of scores. Since 
large eigenvalues are associated with 'good' discriminant 
scores, it appears that function 1 which has a reasonably 
sized eigenvalue is a 'good' discriminant function.
Table 4.13: Summary of the canonical discriminant
functions
Canonical
Function Eigenvalue % variance Correlations
1 0.31 100 0.49
The percentage of cases classified correctly is another 
indicator of the effectiveness of the discriminant 
function (see Table 4.14).
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Table 4.14: Classification results
Number of 
Group Cases
Predicted Group Membership 
Professional Actors Amateur Actors
Professional
Actors 51 36 (70.6%) 15 (29.4%)
Amateur Actors 58 17 (29.3%) 41 (70.7%)
Thus, the overall percentage of cases correctly classified 
was 70.64% which is much higher than a classification rate 
due to chance.
In conclusion, nine personality dimensions jointly 
discriminated effectively between the professional actors 
and the amateur actors. Thus, if the mean scores (see 
Table 4.7) of the professional actors and the amateur 
actors on these variables are examined, it appears that 
the professional actors perceived themselves as being less 
able to modify the way they present themselves, less 
attentive to external information by which they can 
compare themselves, more sensitive to the expressive 
behaviour of other people, less socially anxious, more 
privately self-conscious, slightly more honest, slightly 
less extravert, and marginally more sociable than the 
amateur actors. However, on the variable of public self- 
consciousness, the two groups scored the same. This 
combination of personality dimensions correctly classified
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both the professional actors and the amateur actors over 
two-thirds of the time. The overall power of this 
analysis was high at 70.64% for the detection of 
differences between professional actors and amateur 
actors.
In the second analysis eight of the original fifteen 
variables loaded onto the one discriminant function, all 
of which showed a significant U value (p < 0.001) (see 
Table 4.15), indicating that these personality dimensions 
best discriminated between the amateur actors and the non* 
actors.
Table 4.15: Variables in analysis after step-wise
algorithm
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Social desirability 0.89 0.00
Shyness 0.82 0.00
Private self-consciousness 0.78 0.00
Lie 0.77 0.00
Attention to social comparison
information 0.76 0.00
Self-esteem 0.74 0.00
Ability to modify
self-presentation 0.73 0.00
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Table 4.15 (contd.)
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others 0.72 0.00
Function 1 identified from the algorithm showed a 
significant level of discriminating power (U = 0.72; 
p < 0.0001). Therefore, the two sub-samples mean scores 
were significantly different and, consequently, these 
items best discriminated between the two groups (see 
Table 4.16).
Table 4.16: Summary table of the canonical discriminant
analysis
Function Wilk's lambda Chi-squared df
1 0.72 34.72 8
Of the variables displayed in Table 4.17, two had a
function coefficient loading of > +/- 0.5 and thus, 
shyness and private self-consciousness were seen to be the 
most important in the development of the function.
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Table 4.17: Standardized canonical discriminant function
coefficients
Variable Function 1
Lie 0.31
Social desirability 0.28
Self-esteem - 0.39
Ability to modify self-presentation - 0.44
Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others 0.34
Attention to social comparison 
information 0.41
Private self-consciousness * - 0.46
Shyness * 0.54
* function loading of > +/- 0.5
In descending order for function, the variables which had 
the largest coefficients were shyness, private self- 
consciousness, ability to modify self-presentation, 
attention to social comparison information, self-esteem, 
sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others, lie and 
social desirability.
On average, the amateur actors had a smaller discriminant 
function score for function 1 than the non-actors (see 
Table 4.18).
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Table 4.18: Canonical discriminant functions evaluated at
group means (group centroids)
Group Function 1
Amateur actors 
Non-actors
- 0.59 
0.66
Table 4.19: Correlations between the discriminating
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions
Variable Function 1
Social desirability 0.56
Lie 0.54
Shyness 0.46
Ability to modify self-presentation - 0.44
Private self-consciousness - 0.40
Sociability - 0.34
Extraversion - 0.33
Social anxiety 0.30
Cross-situational variability - 0.20
Public self-consciousness - 0.17
Psychoticism - 0.09
Neuroticism - 0.09
Attention to social comparison
information - 0.08
Self-esteem - 0.03
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Table 4.19 (contd.)
Variable Function 1
Sensitivity to the expressive
behaviour of others 0.01
For function 1, the largest contribution was made by the 
personality dimension, social desirability, followed by 
honesty (see Table 4.19).
Since a 'good* discriminant function is one that has much 
between-group variability compared to within-group 
variability, it is important to consider the eigenvalue 
for this ratio. Table 4.20 shows a variety of statistics 
including this value based on ANOVA.
Table 4.20: Summary of the canonical discriminant
functions
Canonical
Function Eigenvalue % variance Correlations
1 0.40 100 0.53
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Another indicator of the effectiveness of the discriminant 
function is the percentage of cases correctly classified 
(see Table 4.21).
Table 4.21: Classification results
Number of Predicted Group Membership
Group Cases Amateur Actors Non-Actors
Amateur Actors 58 44 (75.9%) 14 (24.1%)
Non-actors 52 16 (30.8%) 36 (69.2%)
Thus, the overall percentage of cases correctly classified 
was 72.73% which is much higher than a classification rate 
due to chance.
In conclusion, eight personality dimensions jointly 
discriminated effectively between the amateur actors and 
the non-actors. Thus, if the mean scores (see Table 4.7) 
of the amateur actors and the non-actors on these 
variables are examined, it appears that the amateur actors 
perceived themselves as being less shy, more privately 
self-conscious, more able to modify the way they present 
themselves, less attentive to external information by 
which they can compare themselves, marginally less 
sensitive to the expressive behaviour of others, more
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honest, and displaying less concern for appearing to be 
socially desirable than the non-actors. As far as self­
esteem is concerned, there is only a minimal difference 
between the two groups, with both displaying a moderately 
high self-esteem score. This combination of personality 
dimensions correctly classified the amateur actors over 
three-quarters of the time and the non-actors over two- 
thirds of the time. The overall power of this analysis 
was high at 72.73% for the detection of differences 
between amateur actors and non-actors.
In the third analysis nine of the original fifteen 
variables loaded onto the one discriminant function, all 
of which showed a significant U value (p < 0.001) (see 
Table 4.22), indicating that these personality dimensions 
best discriminated between the professional actors and the 
non-actors.
Table 4.22: Variables in analysis after step-wise
algorithm
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Private self-consciousness 0.82 0.00
Social anxiety 0.65 0.00
Lie 0.59 0.00
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Table 4.22 (contd.)
Variable Wilk's lambda Significance
Attention to social comparison 
information 0.55 0.00
Self-esteem 0.54 0.00
Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others 0.52 0.00
Sociability 0.51 0.00
Shyness 0.49 0.00
Neuroticism 0.49 0.00
Function 1 identified from the algorithm showed a 
significant level of discriminating power (U = 0.49; 
p < 0.0001). Therefore, the two sub-samples mean scores 
were significantly different and, consequently, these 
items best discriminated between the two groups (see 
Table 4.23).
Table 4.23: Summary table of the canonical discriminant
analysis
Function Wilk's lambda Chi-squared df
1 0.49 69.31 9
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Of the variables displayed in Table 4.24, four had a 
function coefficient loading of > +/- 0.5 and thus, 
private self-consciousness, attention to social comparison 
information, lie and social anxiety were seen to be the 
most important in the development of the function.
Table 4.24; Standardized canonical discriminant function 
coefficients
Variable Function 1
Neuroticism - 0.18
Lie * 0.48
Self-esteem - 0.37
Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others - 0.25
Attention to social comparison 
information * 0.52
Private self-consciousness * - 0.82
Social anxiety * 0.46
Shyness 0.38
Sociability 0.32
« function loading of > +/- 0.5
In descending order for function, the variables which had 
the largest coefficients were private self-consciousness, 
attention to social comparison information, lie, social
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anxiety, shyness, self-esteem, sociability, sensitivity to 
the expressive behaviour of others and neuroticism.
Table 4.25: Canonical discriminant functions evaluated at
group means (group centroids)
Group Function 1
Professional actors - 1.02
Non-actors 1.01
On average, both the professional actors and the non­
actors had a similar discriminant function score for
function 1 (see Table 4.25).
Table 4.26: Correlations between the discriminating 
variables and canonical discriminant 
functions
Variable Function 1
Private self-consciousness - 0.46
Lie 0.41
Shyness 0.38
Social desirability 0.32
Social anxiety 0.30
Psychoticism - 0.29
Sociability - 0.26
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Table 4.26 (contd.)
Variable Function 1
Attention to social comparison 
information 0.23
Sensitivity to the expressive 
behaviour of others - 0.23
Extraversion - 0.22
Neuroticism - 0.21
Ability to modify self-presentation - 0.19
Gross-situational variability - 0.15
Public self-consciousness - 0.14
Self-esteem - 0.03
For function 1, the largest contribution was made by the 
personality dimension, private self-consciousness, 
followed by honesty (see Table 4.26).
Since a 'good* discriminant function is one that has much 
between-group variability compared to within-group 
variability, it is important to consider the eigenvalue 
for this ratio. Table 4.27 shows a variety of statistics 
including this value based on ANOVA.
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Table 4.27; Summary of the canonical discriminant 
functions
Canonical
Function Eigenvalue % variance Correlations
1 1.05 100 0.72
Since large eigenvalues are associated with 'good* 
discriminant scores, it appears that function 1 is a 
'good* discriminant function.
Another indicator of the effectiveness of the discriminant 
function is the percentage of cases correctly classified 
(see Table 4.28).
Table 4.28: Classification results
Number of Predicted Group Membership
Group Cases Professional Actors Non-Actors
Professional
Actors 51 45 (88.2%) 6 (11.8%)
Non-actors 52 8 (15.4%) 44 (88.6%)
Thus, the overall percentage of cases correctly classified 
was 86.41% which is much higher than a classification rate 
due to chance.
166
In conclusion, nine personality dimensions jointly 
discriminated effectively between the professional actors 
and the non-actors. Thus, if the mean scores (see 
Table 4.7) ofthe professional actors and the non-actors on 
these variables are examined, it appears that the 
professional actors perceived themselves as being more 
privately self-conscious, less attentive to social 
comparison information, more honest, less socially 
anxious, less shy, more sociable, more sensitive to the 
expressive behaviour of other people and marginally more 
neurotic than the non-actors. As far as self-esteem is 
concerned, there is only a minimal difference between the 
two groups with both displaying a moderately high self­
esteem score. This combination of personality dimensions 
correctly classified both the professional actors and the 
non-actors over three-quarters of the time. The overall 
power of this analysis was extremely high at 86.41% for 
the detection of differences between professional actors 
and non-actors.
In view of the gender imbalance between the three 
comparison groups, males and females were compared on all 
variables for each of the three groups separately. This 
revealed no gender differences on the majority of 
variables. Exceptions were 'attention to social
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comparison information*, where the means (see Table 4.29) 
suggest that the differences lie with the male 
professional actors rather than with the professional 
actors per se; and "social anxiety*, where the means (see 
Table 4.30) suggest that the differences lie with the 
female professional actors rather than with the 
professional actors per se.
Table 4.29: Group mean scores (M), standard deviations
(SD) and F.ratios for "attention to social 
comparison information*
Professionals Amateurs Non-actors
Gender M SD M SD M SD
Males 27.2 9.4 34.1 5.4 32.1 9.1
Females 33.7 7.3 33.0 8.9 34.7 8.3
F = 1.68* n.s n.s
F. prob. -
* p < 0.05
Table 4.30: Group mean scores (M), standard deviations 
(SD) and F.ratios for "social anxiety*
Professionals Amateurs Non-actors
Sex M SD M SD M SD
Males 10.0 4.5 11.1 4.2 10.7 3.7
168
Table 4.30 (contd.)
Professionals Amateurs Non-actors
Sex M SD M SD M SD
Females 10.1 4.8 10.8 4.7 13.2 4.7
n.s n.s n.s
On other variables (eg., neuroticism) the actual 
differences were suppressed due to the large number of 
females in the non-actor group. According to the 
normative scores of the E.P.Q. for males and females 
(see Table 4.31), females score higher than males on 
neuroticism (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975).
Table 4.31: E.P.Q. - Normative scores for males and
females (adult) on 'neuroticism* (means and 
standard deviations)
M
Males
SD
Females
M SD
9.83 5.18 12.74 5.20
It might be expected. therefore, that in view of the large
number of females in the non-actor group, the mean score
on neuroticism should be enhanced for the non-actors.
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Yet the group mean for the professional actors was higher 
than the group means for the amateur actors and the non­
actors (see Table 4.32) which suggests that the 
professional actors (particularly the male professional 
actors whose mean was higher than the normative male score 
for neuroticism) may have been relatively more neurotic 
than the overall group mean implies. Furthermore, the 
mean scores of both the male and female amateur actors 
(see Table 4.32) were higher than the normative scores for 
males and females (see Table 4.31).
Table 4.32; Group mean scores (M), standard deviations 
(SD) and F.ratios for 'neuroticism*
Professionals Amateurs Non-actors
Sex M SD M SD M SD
Males 13.4 4.9 11.6 4.8 7.0 3.7
Females 13.9 4.6 13.4 4.9 12.0 5.7
n.s n.s F = 2.45
F. prob.
* p < 0.05
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4.4 Discussion
The hypothesis of Study 2 was confirmed for a number of 
the personality variables (see section 4.3). Thus, the 
findings suggest that there are personality dimensions 
which distinguish professional actors from non-actors. 
However, these dimensions do not support the negative 
stereotype of professional actors previously put forward 
(eg., Barr et al., 1972; Fisher & Fisher, 1981; Henry & 
Sims, 1970). Rather, they reflect theoretical assumptions 
which suggest that by the very nature of their profession 
(ie., involving public performance), professional actors 
are less likely to be socially anxious and shy, and will 
be more sociable than non-actors. Furthermore, the 
continual change of dramatic roles played, the portrayal 
of different characters, and the exploration of the psyche 
and behaviour (inherent aspects of both the acting 
profession and the acting process), may also explain why 
professional actors are more privately self-conscious and 
display greater sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of 
others in comparison to non-actors.
It would be incorrect, however, to suggest that 
professional actors possess a specific personality type 
per se. While this study has revealed a number of 
personality variables which appear to distinguish
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professional actors from non-actors, on several of them 
(eg,, attention to social comparison information, and 
private self-consciousness), the standard deviations 
(see Table 4.7) were large indicating that within the 
acting profession itself, the personality of individuals 
and their self-perception lie within a broad band.
Furthermore, in the absence of longitudinal data it is 
difficult to evaluate the extent to which the dimensions 
of personality examined by this study are developed within 
professional actors through the process of acting, or 
whether individuals become actors because of their 
personality characteristics. The issue is also clouded by 
the finding that there were similarities between 
professional actors and amateur actors on a number of the 
personality dimensions studied. Thus, perhaps those who 
choose to act, whether professionally or as a hobby, may 
do so because they feel a need to express aspects of their 
personality through the adoption of dramatic roles, or 
some other aspect of dramatic performance, which are then 
encouraged further by the acting process.
Moreover, as far as professional actors are concerned, 
certain personality characteristics may be developed as a 
result of the vagaries (eg., the high unemployment;
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Layder, 1981) of the acting profession. Consequently, as 
Bates (1986) concludes, * if actors sometimes seem nervous, 
tense, hyperactive, eager to make a fast impression, those 
seem to me to be the sane responses to an insane working 
environment* (p.60).
Indeed, it has been suggested that because *we are neither 
automatons driven solely by an internal personality
programme nor entirely slaves of circumstance...... the
way we behave is a function of both who we are and the 
situation we find ourselves in* (Hampson, 1982, p.95). 
Thus, if the interaction between personality and 
situational factors shape behaviour, and, therefore, self­
presentation (eg., Averill, 1973; Magnusson & Endler, 
1977), and if individuals acquire self-knowledge through 
social interaction (Mead, 1934) and by observing their 
overt behaviour and the external stimulus conditions under 
which it occurs (Bem, 1967, 1972), it follows that 
personality may influence self-presentation which may 
then, in turn, affect personality.
Hence, personality both shapes and is shaped by self­
presentation; and the self both shapes and is shaped by 
the situational and cultural contexts within which social 
interaction takes place (eg., Cottrell, 1969;
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Petras, 1978). Indeed, it has been suggested that, unless 
defenses are rigid, * there is a continuous two-way 
intercommunication within the personality between 
conscious and unconscious experience, between present and 
past, between behaviour and feeling, and shift or change 
in any of these emotional-cognitive-behavioural processes 
may be absorbed by connected parts of the personality and 
certainly into the total sense of self* (Perlman, 1968, 
p.14).
That the professional actors differed, at least on some 
personality dimensions, from the non-actors, suggests that 
the dramatic actor does not entirely serve as a *model of 
a person* (Mixon, 1983, p.98) for the purpose of the 
dramaturgical metaphor. However, that Study 2 has not 
identified a specific actor personality type per se 
suggests that the dramaturgical metaphor cannot be 
regarded as invalid merely on the basis of personality 
differences between professional actors and non-actors.
Moreover, the similarities between the professional actors 
and the amateur actors in terms of their personality 
imply that while the presence of certain personality 
characteristics may determine who gravitates towards the 
theatrical life, personality and behaviour may, in fact.
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be moulded by the playing of dramatic roles. The findings 
of Study 2 suggest, therefore, that (as indicated by the 
findings of Study 1) the psychological effects upon actors 
(particularly upon their self and identity) of the 
dramatic roles they play do indeed merit further 
investigation.
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Chapter 5;
Study 3 - DOUBLE IDENTITY: THE EFFECTS OF ACTING UPON 
SELF-PERCEPTION AND IDENTITY
* [Part of this study was reported in a paper entitled 
'Double identity: The effect of the acting process on 
the self-perception of professional actors - Two case 
illustrations' (Hammond, J. & Edelmann, R.J.), 
presented at the First International Conference on 
Psychology and Performing Arts, July, 1990; and was 
published in: G. Wilson (ed.). Psychology and 
Performing Arts. Amsterdam: Swets & Zeitlinger, 1991]
5.1 Introduction and objectives
In view of preliminary suggestions from Study 1 (and the 
tentative implications of the findings of Study 2), that 
playing a dramatic role may have some psychological 
effects upon actors, particularly upon the way they see
themselves and their identity. Study 3 set out to
investigate these psychological effects in greater depth. 
Moreover, because Study 3 was longitudinal (and, hence, 
there were periods during which the actors were between 
dramatic roles - ie., unemployed, playing different 
dramatic roles or an extended dramatic role), it was 
possible to examine how these factors affect the self­
perception and identity of actors over time (ie., aim 3 of
the thesis). A further aim of Study 3 was to examine the
extent to which actors possess a core sense of self 
(ie., aim 3(a) of the thesis).
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Research into the effects of everyday role-playing has 
suggested that people are affected psychologically by the 
roles they play; and that when a role is highly salient to 
identity occasionally it may merge with the individual so 
that it is difficult to distinguish the role from the 
person who is playing it (Turner, 1978). Furthermore, 
because individuals are believed to frequently 'act* 
according to the prescribed behaviour of the roles they 
play, and may, therefore, behave differently in various 
contexts, role theory casts doubt upon them possessing a 
stable inner core.
As stated previously (eg., in Study 1), actors are often 
regarded as individuals who do not possess a stable inner 
core, and, therefore, a firm sense of self. The core 
element of self is the component of identity which 
includes the most generalized, salient attributes. It is 
the fundamental self and may begin early in life, long 
before the individual can manipulate symbols in a 
conscious, controlled fashion. It may include attributes 
that are only partly in awareness; and while it may change 
as new elements are added to it, it is unlikely that 
elements are ever eliminated from the core. Furthermore, 
it has been suggested that it is elements of the core and, 
to some extent, generalized traits, that contribute
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heavily to a person's sense of self-continuity (Rossan, 
1987). Hence, because actors are assumed to not possess a 
core sense of self, it is assumed that they acquire an 
identity only through the dramatic roles they play (Henry 
& Sims, 1970); and that, therefore, they will be 
particularly susceptible to role-person merger, such that 
they may find it difficult to differentiate between 
themselves and a dramatic role (DeCosta, Buse & Amdursky, 
1986).
Thus, Rule (1973) firmly maintains that 'when the creative 
investment is deep, so that the preconscious and 
unconscious, as well as the conscious, mind are involved 
in the work, the actor rarely leaves his role when he 
leaves the theatre or the sound stage' (p.51). Bates 
(1986) similarly suggests that while actors are usually in 
control of a character's emotions, occasionally their own 
emotions become involved with the character's and a 
fusion, or 'possession' takes place.
To have a sense of self as a cohesive force, continuous in 
time, individuals must be able simultaneously to hold 
ideas of themselves as the everchanging creature they are 
and to know that this diversity does indeed form a unity. 
Within this vast range of representations, it appears that
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each of us selectively chooses quintessential images that 
’characterize us to ourselves*, and these core themes of 
the self emerge time and time again (Kelly, 1955).
However, according to DeCosta, Buse and Amdursky (1986), 
professional actors experience particular difficulty in 
achieving a synthesis of the self given the multiple 
personae each assumes and discards upon demand. 
Furthermore, as Rule (1973) also points out, to be 
applauded every night for certain character traits, values 
and attitudes makes it nigh on irresistible not to carry 
them over to some extent in private life; and it is not 
only the applause but the ’living oneself into the part’ 
for weeks on end that may make the separation of stage and 
home life extremely difficult.
The extent to which actors are affected psychologically by 
the dramatic roles they play, if, indeed, they are 
affected, may be influenced by a number of extraneous 
variables; for example, by the dramatic role itself.
Thus, one might expect an actor’s self-perception and 
identity to be more affected by a dramatic role which 
demands extensive examination and exploration (and, 
therefore, self-examination and self-exploration) than a
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dramatic role which is superficial and merely a 
charicature.
Similarly, there might be a difference in the extent of 
the influence upon the actor’s self-perception between a 
static dramatic role (eg., a dramatic role in the theatre 
in which the actor is repeating the same lines night after 
night) or a dramatic role in repertory theatre (in which 
the actor plays a number of dramatic roles for relatively 
short periods) and a developing dramatic role (eg., in a 
television ’soap opera’, in which the actor is continually 
developing the dramatic role he or she plays, and in which 
the dramatic role is usually played for a longer period of 
time).
A third variable which may influence the extent to which 
the actor’s self-perception is affected by the dramatic 
roles he or she plays is the acting technique employed. 
Thus, actors who favour a Stanislavskyan, or ’Method’ 
approach (and who, therefore, attempt to ’become’ the 
characters they portray) may be more affected by a 
dramatic role than actors who adopt a more distanced 
Brechtian, or ’English’ style of acting.
Lastly, the findings of Study 2 suggest that while
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professional actors do not appear to differ greatly from 
non-actors in terms of personality, because of the large 
standard deviations of the professional actors on some of 
the personality dimensions examined, the personality and 
self-perception of professional actors may lie within a 
broad band. Therefore, perhaps, the possession of certain 
personality characteristics may also affect the extent to 
which some actors will be affected psychologically by the 
dramatic roles they play.
Thus, accounting for the possible influence of these 
variables. Study 3 investigated whether the way actors see 
themselves, how they would like to be, and how they 
believe the public see them are affected by the dramatic 
roles they play. It also examined whether actors ’become* 
like their dramatic roles, or whether they mould and adapt 
the dramatic roles they play to ’fit’ the way they see 
themselves, how they would like to be, and how they 
believe the public see them. Moreover, it considered the 
issue of whether the psychological effects of dramatic 
role-playing, are greater during rehearsal, performance 
and/or post-performance.
Study 3 also attempted to investigate the psychological 
effects of being between dramatic roles. Thus, do actors
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continue to see themselves as actors when they are 
unemployed, or do they define themselves as actors only 
when they are playing a dramatic role ? Furthermore, does 
being unemployed affect how actors would like to be and 
the way they believe they are seen by the public ?
Lastly, Study 3 attempted to examine the extent to which 
actors possess a stable core sense of self.
Given that in everyday life, the way individuals see 
themselves and their identity changes over time as they 
move between their everyday roles, it was hypothesized 
that actors who are continually playing different roles 
(ie., in the course of dramatic role-playing) would be 
expected to frequently experience change in their self­
perception and identity; particularly as they are 
assumed not to possess a firm identity or core sense of 
self.
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5.2. Subjects and Method
5.2.1 Subjects
Five professional actors (2 males + 3 females)
participated in the study. Their age range was 30 to 45
years. They were selected at random from ’Spotlight* (a 
directory of professional actors and actresses registered 
with theatrical agents in the United Kingdom) and 
initially contacted via their theatrical agent.*
* Actors A, B and D were initially selected for, and had 
participated in. Study 2. However, because they 
expressed a desire to take part in a further study, they
were also selected for Study 3.
The personal details of the actors who participated in 
Study 3 were as follows:
Actor A: was 45 years old and was female. She had been a 
professional actress for 27 years and had been unemployed 
for approximately 25% of that time. She was well- 
established within the acting profession and had 
considerable experience, having played several lead 
roles on television, in films, and in the theatre (ie., in 
the West End and on Broadway). She claimed to employ an 
’internal’ acting technique, in which she drew upon
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personal experiences and observation.
Actor B; was 45 years old and was male. He had been a 
professional actor for 23 years and had taken part in  ^
amateur dramatics in his youth. He had received no formal 
dramatic tuition, but trained in repertory theatre for 
four years. At the time of this study he was well- 
established within the acting profession (having been 
unemployed for only 10%, approximately, of his career), 
and had played the lead, supporting, or character role in 
several television drama series, in the theatre and in a 
number of West End musicals. He claimed not to employ a 
particular acting technique.
Actor C; was 30 years old and was female. She had been a 
professional actress for 10 years and had been unemployed 
for approximately 30% of that time. She had most 
experience in the classical theatre, in which she usually 
played the lead role. She claimed to employ a variety of 
acting techniques which drew upon intuition, personal 
experiences and factual information about the dramatic 
role being played.
Actor D; was 49 years old and was male. He had been a 
professional actor for 29 years, and had taken part in
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amateur dramatics at University. He decided to become an 
actor while he was training to become a barrister. He had 
most experience in comedy, and some experience in drama 
(in which he played usually the lead or supporting role) 
in the theatre, in television and in films. Having been 
unemployed for approximately 25% of his career, he 
supplemented his income by recording 'voice-overs* (which 
provided approximately 70% of his income and employment) 
for television and radio commercials, and for animated 
television programmes and films. He claimed to employ an 
acting technique which he described as 'Methodish*.
Actor E: was 33 years old and was female. She had been a 
professional actress for 20 years. During her childhood 
she received formal acting tuition for eight years and 
later read Drama at University. She had most experience 
in television drama (in which she played usually the lead 
or supporting role) and starred in a television * soap 
opera* for 9 years. She had been unemployed for 
approximately 10% of her career, although, since the birth 
of her daughter 18 months before this study began, she had 
been unemployed for most of the time. She claimed to 
employ an acting technique which strove for 'Naturalism*, 
and which combined psychological and emotional motivation
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with factual information about the dramatic role being 
played.
Only the five subjects were invited to take part in the 
study.
All of the subjects spoke English as their first language.
5.2.2 Materials
In order to measure changes in each actor's self­
perception over time, Kelly's (1955) Repertory Grid 
(Fransella & Bannister, 1977; Norris, 1983) (hereafter 
referred to as 'grid') was employed.
Stemming from Personal Construct Theory (P.C.T.), the 
grid is founded on the premise that individuals attempt to 
perceive, understand, predict and 'control' the world 
according to their personal constructs (which function 
like hypotheses). Furthermore, while an individual's 
personal constructs may be altered (if conflicting 
information is perceived) or become fixed and incorporated 
as aspects of his or her personality, because they usually 
operate at the emotional (rather than at the verbally 
formulated) level, they are frequently unconscious. Thus, 
by measuring the ratings of elements on the personal
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constructs over time, the grid technique is able to 
identify changes in an individual's perception of the 
elements, and to reveal those core constructs which remain 
stable.
Therefore, grids were used in this study to (i) identify 
each actor's personal constructs, (ii) identify changes in 
their perception of specific elements over time, and 
(iii) identify which of their constructs remained stable.
The grids used in this study contained fourteen 
(9 familial and 5 context-specific) elements. The 
elements were:
- 'someone I like' (element 1);
- 'someone I do not like' (element 2);
- 'how I would like to be' (element 3);
- 'someone close to me' (element 4);
- 'how I see myself' (element 5);
- 'family member (male)' (element 6);
- 'family member (female)' (element 7);
- 'the most successful person I know' (element 8);
- 'my best friend' (element 9);
- 'how 1 see the character' (element 10);
- 'the director' (element 11);
- 'the last role I played' (element 12);
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- 'how I believe the public see me' (element 13);
- 'my agent' (element 14).
Elements 1 to 9 were included because they were familial 
and diverted the subject's attention away from the 
context-specific elements (which were directly concerned 
with the hypothesis) and ensured that not only context- 
specific constructs would be elicited.
Elements 10 to 14 were context-specific in that they 
referred to the acting process and to the acting 
profession. In particular, element 10, 'how I see the 
character', referred to the dramatic role being played; 
and element 12, 'the last role I played', referred to the 
last dramatic role played. Element 13, 'how I believe the 
public see me' was included, since the findings of Study 1 
suggested that actors are concerned about how they are 
seen by other people; and because it is not necessarily 
the way other people actually react to individuals that 
may affect their self-perception, but the way they believe 
other people react to and think of them (Felson, 1985).
The grid required the subject to rate each element on a 
particular construct pole (elicited at the first session 
before the first grid was completed) on a scale of 1 to 5.
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In addition to the grid, Kuhn and McPartland's (1954) 
Twenty Statements Test (hereafter referred to as 
*T.S.T.*) was employed. It asked subjects to describe 
themselves (in as many as twenty ways) in answer to the 
question, 'Who am I ?'. It was used in this study in 
order to ascertain how the actors perceived themselves 
(eg., in terms of their dramatic roles, their everyday 
roles, their personal characteristics, and/or their 
emotions); and whether the way they perceived themselves 
changed over time (ie., during the period in which they 
were playing a dramatic role, and when they were between 
dramatic roles).
A demographic sheet was also included which asked the 
subjects for personal details such as their age; and for 
professional details such as their current dramatic role, 
their last dramatic role, the length of time between their 
last dramatic role and their current dramatic role, the 
length of time spent in rehearsal, and a brief description 
of the acting technique they employed.
5.2.3 Procedure
The data for the study was collected over 13 months, 
during which each of the five actors participated for a 
different period of time. Actor A participated for
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6% months (approximately) 
11 months (approximately) 
4% months (approximately) 
8% months (approximately) 
10 months (approximately).
Actor B participated for 
Actor C participated for 
Actor D participated for 
and Actor E participated for
At each session the subject completed a grid. At the 
first session, thirteen constructs were elicited using a 
triad format (see Appendix 3.1) from the familial elements 
(ie., elements 1 to 9) only, to ensure that the extracted 
constructs were ones which the subjects employed regularly 
in everyday life, and which did not apply solely to the 
acting process and acting profession. The constructs, 
once elicited, remained constant throughout the duration 
of the study.
Also at each session a T.S.T.* was completed; and details 
of the last and current dramatic role played were taken.
* Actor E did not have enough time to complete a T.S.T. at 
the first session when she completed her first grid; 
instead, she completed her first T.S.T. at the second 
session.
When not in work each actor was seen at approximately
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6-weekly intervals. When in work, however, each actor 
was seen more regularly (usually at 2-weekly intervals 
depending upon the length of the dramatic production, the 
length of time spent filming, etc.).
Table 5.1 shows the approximate interval of time (in 
weeks) between the completion of the grids and T.S.T.s by 
each of the actors.
Table 5.1: The interval of time between the completion of
grids and T.S.T.s.
Grid & 
T.S.T. Actor A Actor B Actor C Actor D Actor E
1 and 2 3 wks. 6 wks. 2% wks. 7% wks. 7% wks.
2 and 3 Ih ” 5% " 4% ” 5& " 7 *’
3 and 4 2 " 2% ” 12 " 8% " 8 ”
4 and 5 7 ” 1 " / 4 " 4 "
5 and 6 12 " 4% ” / 11 " 7 "
6 and 7* / 2 " / / 10 "
7 and 8 / 2 ” / / /
8 and 9 / 2 " / / /
9 and 10 / 2 ” / / /
10 and 11 / 2% " / / /
11 and 12 / 4 " / / /
12 and 13 / 3 " / / /
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Table 5.1 (contd.)
Grid & 
T.S.T. Actor A Actor B Actor C Actor D Actor E
13 and 14 / 7 ” / / /
First
and
last 26% wks. 44 wks. 19 wks. 36% wks. 43% wks.
* At session 6, Actor B was playing a dramatic role while 
also rehearsing a second dramatic role.
Part 1 describes the data analyses used for the grids and 
the results obtained.
Part 2 describes the data analyses used for the T.S.T.s 
and the results obtained.
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5.3 Part 1:
5.3.1 Data Analysis
In order to identify changes over time in each actor's 
ratings of the elements on the constructs, the grids were 
analysed using the MINUS program (RepGrid 2, 1990). In 
each analysis, the ratings of the elements on the 
constructs in two consecutive grids were entered into the 
analysis for each actor separately. The differences and 
the similarities in the ratings of the elements on the 
constructs between the two grids were identified (the 
change in the ratings of the elements on the constructs 
between the two grids being given as a percentage of 
difference).
In order to identify the degree of match between elements 
and between constructs in each of the grids completed by 
the actors, the grids were analysed using the FOCUS 
program (RepGrid 2, 1990). In each analysis, the ratings 
of the elements on the constructs were entered into the 
analysis for each actor separately. The analysis produced 
tree diagrams which indicated the relationship between the 
elements and the relationship between the constructs in 
each of the grids.
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In order to identify the ratings of those elements on 
those constructs which remained the same over time, the 
grids were analysed using the CORE program (RepGrid 2, 
1990). In each analysis, the ratings of the elements on 
the constructs in two consecutive grids were entered into 
the analysis for each actor separately. The ratings of 
those elements on those constructs which remained the same 
between two consecutive grids were identified.
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5.3.2 Results
Of the fourteen elements rated by each actor, five 
elements: 'how I would like to be' (element 3), 'how I see 
myself' (element 5), 'how 1 see the character'
(element 10), 'the last role I played' (element 12), and 
'how I believe the public see me' (element 13) will be 
discussed in greatest detail.* The reason for the 
emphasis upon these elements is that they were of most 
relevance to the study's aim (ie., to investigate how 
actors perceive themselves over time, in particular, 
whether they are affected by the dramatic roles they play 
and by being between dramatic roles; and to examine the 
extent to which they possess a core sense of self).
* Following the CORE analysis (see section 5.3.1) only 
elements 3, 5 and 13 will be discussed.
Because Actors A and B between them played more dramatic 
roles than Actors C, D and E during the period of time in 
which they participated in the study: (i) the CORE 
analysis was conducted only on the grids completed by 
Actors A and B, and (ii) the results of the analyses of 
the grids (Part 1) have been subdivided into two sections. 
Part (a) of Part 1 describes and discusses the results of 
the analyses of the grids completed by Actors A and B.
194
Part (b) of Part 1 describes and discusses the results of 
the analyses of the grids completed by Actors C, D and E.
195
5.3.2.1 Part (a):
(i) Changes in ratings over time (MINUS analysis)
In order to identify changes over time in each actor's 
ratings of the elements on the constructs, the grids 
completed by Actors A and B* were analysed using the MINUS 
program (see section 5.3.1). In each analysis, the 
ratings of the elements on the constructs in two 
consecutive grids were entered into the analysis. When 
there was change in the ratings of the elements and the 
constructs between two consecutive grids it was given as a 
percentage of difference.
* Because grids 6 and 7 were completed by Actor B at the 
same (ie., sixth) session, a MINUS analysis of these 
grids was not conducted.
Actor A;
[The constructs elicited from Actor A, the elements rated 
and the MINUS analyses of Actor A's grids can be seen on 
p.203-205]
The percentage difference between consecutive grids, and 
between grid 1 and grid 6, ranged from 8.65% to 26.09%. 
The average percentage difference was 17.03%, and only
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those grids with a percentage difference greater than the 
average will be discussed.
The largest percentage difference of 26.09% was between 
grid 4 and grid 5 (see Figure 5.1).*
* Actor A completed grid 4 while she was playing a 
role for a cinema film, and grid 5 while she was in 
rehearsal of the lead role in a West End play.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating were 'how I see the character' (element 10), 'the 
director' (element 11), 'the most successful person I 
know' (element 8), and 'how I see myself' (element 5).
Although all the constructs revealed large changes in 
rating between grids 4 and 5, those which appeared to show 
the greatest change overall were 'positive/negative' 
(construct 9), 'careful with money/extravagant' (construct 
10), and 'isolated/not isolated' (construct 3).
Changes in the ratings of element 10 and element 11 cannot 
be considered psychologically meaningful as the character 
and the director being rated differ in grids 4 and 5. It 
is interesting to note, however, that there was a change
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in the rating of 'how I see myself' (element 5) between 
these grids, particularly on construct 8, 'centred/ 
uncentred', and on construct 9 'positive/negative'. On 
both of these constructs there was a change of 2, from 3 
to 1, towards the extreme left construct pole 
(ie., 'centred' and 'positive'). Moreover, the changes 
seem to reflect those in the rating of 'how I see the 
character' (element 10) between grid 4 and grid 5 on 
construct 8 and construct 9 (from 5 to 2, and from 5 to 1 
respectively) which also shifts towards the left pole of 
each construct; and, therefore, suggests that Actor A's 
self-perception changed with the change of the character 
being played.
There was a percentage difference between grids 5 and 6 of 
25.82% (see Figure 5.2).*
* Actor A completed grid 5 while she was in rehearsal of 
the lead role in a West End play, and grid 6 when she 
had been playing the role for approximately two months.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating were 'the director' (element 11), 'the last role I 
played' (element 12), 'the most successful person I know* 
(element 8), 'how I see the character' (element 10), and
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'how I see myself* (element 5).
As between grids 4 and 5, although all the constructs
revealed quite large changes in rating between grids 5 and 
6, those which appeared to reveal the greatest change were 
'isolated/not isolated' (construct 3), and 'careful with 
money/extravagant' (construct 10).
Changes in the ratings of elements 10, 11 and 12 between
grids 5 and 6 were psychologically meaningful as the
elements being rated, the character, the director and the 
last dramatic role played were the same in both grids.
In particular, there was a change of 3 in the rating of 
'how I see the character' on construct 10, 'careful with 
money/extravagant', and on construct 11, 'patient/ 
impatient' (from 2 to 5, and from 1 to 4 respectively) 
towards the right pole of each construct. This suggests 
that Actor A's perception of these elements has changed on 
some constructs over time, as she has moved from rehearsal 
of the dramatic role (for two weeks) to its performance 
(for two months).
Interestingly, her self-perception on these constructs has 
also moved in the same direction (from 3 to 5, and from 1
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to 3 respectively) during this time. Furthermore, her 
self-rating on construct 9, 'positive/negative*, which had 
shifted towards the left pole between grids 4 and 5, has 
returned to its original position between the two poles. 
Her perception of the last dramatic role she played also 
appears to have changed between grids 5 and 6, and, like 
element 10 and element 5, its rating on several constructs 
(constructs 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13) has 
shifted towards the right pole of each construct.
Moreover, while the ratings of element 13: 'how I believe 
the public see me' have not changed greatly, there has 
been a 75% shift on construct 10, 'careful with money/ 
extravagant' towards the extreme right pole of the 
construct.
A MINUS analysis of the two grids which were completed 
immmediately before (grid 1) and immediately after 
(grid 5) the filming of the same role measured a 
difference between the grids of 26.78% (see Figure 5.3) 
and did reveal psychologically meaningful changes in the 
rating of the elements.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating were 'the most successful person I know*
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(element 8), 'the director' (element 11), 'the last role I 
played* (element 12), 'family member (female)'
(element 7), and 'how I see myself (element 5). All of 
the constructs revealed large changes in rating between 
grids 1 and 5.
Changes in the ratings of elements 11 and 12 cannot be 
considered as psychologically meaningful as the director 
and last dramatic role being rated differ in grids 1 and 
5. It is interesting to note, however, that there was a 
change in the rating of Actor A's self-perception 
(element 5) on some constructs (1, 5, 6, 10 and 11) and, 
therefore, a shift towards the left pole of each 
construct.
Summary of the MINUS analyses; Actor A
The MINUS analyses of the grids completed by Actor A 
showed a large range of percentage difference between the 
grids. This suggests that Actor A's perception of the 
elements frequently changed as she moved within and 
between dramatic roles. In particular, it appears that 
Actor a ' s  self-perception and her perception of how the 
public saw her often changed slightly with the dramatic 
role she was playing at the time, as she moved from its 
rehearsal to its actual performance; and that her
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perception of a dramatic role while she was playing it 
and/or after she had played the dramatic role occasionally 
changed slightly on some constructs over time. How 
Actor A would like to be, however, appeared to remain 
extremely stable over time and to be independent of the 
dramatic roles she played.
202
Actor A:
The constructs elicited from Actor A were:
(Cl) Generous of self/Egotistical;
(C2) Sensitive/Insensitive;
(C3) Isolated/Not isolated;
(C4) Possesses sense of humour/Lacks sense of humour;
(C5) Not controlled by jealousy/Controlled by jealousy; 
(C6) Tolerant/Intolerant;
(C7) Fulfilled/Unfulfilled;
(C8) Centred/Uncentred;
(C9) Positive/Negative;
(CIO) Careful with money/Extravagant;
(Cll) Patient/Impatient;
(C12) Warm/Cold;
(C13) Attractive (as a person)/Unattractive (as a person).
The elements rated by Actor A were:
(El) Someone I like;
(E2) Someone I do not like;
(E3) How I would like to be;
(E4) Someone close to me;
(E5) How I see myself;
(E6) Family member (male);
(E7) Family member (female);
(E8) The most successful person I know; 
(E9) My best friend;
(ElO) How I see the character;
(Ell) The director;
(E12) The last role I played;
(E13) How I believe the public see me; 
(E14) My agent.
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Figure 5.1: MINUS analysis of grids 4 and 5 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.2: MINUS analysis of grids 5 and 6 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.3: MINUS analysis of grids 1 and 5 (Actor A)
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Actor B;
The percentage difference between consecutive grids, and 
between grid 1 and grid 14, ranged from 5.59% to 11.12%. 
Thus, there were no particularly large percentage 
differences between the grids. The average percentage 
difference was 7.56%, and only those grids with a 
percentage difference greater than the average will be 
discussed.
The largest percentage difference of 11.12% was between 
grid 1 and grid 14.
The element which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating was * the last role I played* (element 12).
However, this cannot be considered as psychologically 
meaningful as the last dramatic role played differs in 
grids 1 and 14.
The measure of difference between grids 10 and 11 was 
10.57%; and between grid 3 and grid 4 it was 10.02%.
In both cases the elements which appeared to show the 
greatest change were *how I see the character*
(element 10), and * the director* (element 11). However, 
the changes cannot be considered as psychologically 
meaningful as both the character being played and the
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director differ in grids 10 and 11, and in grids 3 and 4.
The measure of difference between grids 1 and 2 was 8.37%, 
but although it was greater than the average percentage 
difference there did not appear to be any large changes in 
the rating of any of the elements on any of the 
constructs.
A MINUS analysis of the two grids which were completed 
during the first two and a half weeks of rehearsal of 
dramatic role *A* (grid 4) and after the role had been 
performed for three weeks (while also dramatic role 
had been rehearsed for two and a half weeks) (grid 6) 
measured a difference between the grids of 8.79%.
While none of the constructs revealed particularly large 
changes in rating between grids 4 and 6, the element which 
appeared to show the greatest change in rating was * the 
director* (element 11); although the director being rated 
in both grids was actually the same. Thus, it would 
appear that Actor B*s perception of the director changed 
on some constructs between rehearsal and performance.
A MINUS analysis of the two grids which were completed 
immediately before the start of rehearsals (grid 3) and
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immediately after (grid 7) the entire run of dramatic 
role *A* measured a difference between the grids of 
13.59%.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change 
were 'how I see the character* (element 10), and 'the last 
role I played* (element 12), although the changes cannot 
be considered as psychologically meaningful as the 
character and last dramatic role played differ in grids 3 
and 7.
A MINUS analysis of the two grids which were completed 
immediately before the start of rehearsals (grid 6) and 
immediately after (grid 11) the entire run of dramatic 
role *B* measured a difference between the grids of 
12.22%.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change 
were 'how I see the character* (element 10), and 'the last 
role I played* (element 12), although the changes cannot 
be considered as psychologically meaningful as the 
character and last dramatic role played differ in grids 6 
and 11.
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Summary of the MINUS analyses; Actor B
The MINUS analyses of the grids completed by Actor B 
showed a small range of percentage difference between the 
grids. This suggests that Actor B*s perception of the 
elements (particularly how he would like to be, the way he 
saw himself and how he believed the public saw him) 
remained extremely consistent and stable as he moved 
within and between dramatic roles. Furthermore, it 
appears that not only did he see the dramatic roles he 
played as being quite different from each other, but his 
perception of them did not change considerably over time.
Summary of the MINUS analyses; Actors A and B
The MINUS analyses of the grids completed by Actors A 
and B showed that the range of percentage difference 
between the grids was generally much larger for Actor A 
than for Actor B. In many instances Actor A*s ratings 
varied up to two points along a particular construct pole; 
while Actor B*s ratings usually varied less than one point 
along any construct pole.
Thus, as each of them moved within and between dramatic 
roles, while Actor A* s perception of the elements 
(particularly the way she saw herself and how she believed
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the public saw her) frequently changed, Actor B*s 
perception of the elements (particularly how he would like 
to be, the way he saw himself and how he believed the 
public saw him) remained relatively more stable.
(ii) Match between elements and between constructs in 
each grid (FOCUS analysis)
In order to identify the relationship between the elements 
and the relationship between the constructs in each 
actor's grids, a FOCUS analysis (see section 5.3.1) was 
used. Entered into each analysis were the actor's ratings 
of the elements on the constructs in a particular grid.
The analysis produced 'tree diagrams' that indicated the 
degree of match between the elements and the degree of 
match between the constructs.
The Modegrid showed the relationships between the elements 
and between the constructs whilst retaining a display of 
the ratings provided for the elements on each construct. 
The 'tree' diagrams attached to the matrix of ratings 
showed a progressive network of relationships. The 
precise matching score of any pair of elements (or 
constructs) was given in matching score/correlation 
matrices on the original computer print out (not shown).
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Actor A;
[The FOCUS analyses of Actor A*s grids can be seen on 
p.222-224]
Grid 1 was completed by Actor A when she had been 
unemployed for approximately four weeks and was waiting to 
begin the rehearsal of a major role for a cinema film. 
Therefore, element 10, 'how I see the character', and 
element 11, 'the director', can be excluded from the 
discussion of grid 1 as they were not rated. The last 
role played by Actor A was the leading character in a West 
End and Broadway play.
The element tree for grid 1 (see Figure 5.4) contained 
three main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself and how I believe the public see me are directly 
linked at 86.5%. Also within the cluster are 'my best 
friend', 'someone I like' and 'my agent'.
How I would like to be is within a separate cluster and is 
directly linked to 'someone close to me' at 94.2%. Also 
within the cluster is 'family member (male)'.
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The last role I played, which is within another cluster, 
is directly linked to "someone I do not like* at 80.7%. 
Also within the cluster is * the most successful person I 
know* and 'family member (female)'.
Thus, in grid 1 there is a close relationship between 
Actor A's self-perception and how she believes the public 
see her. How she sees herself (which lies between the 
cluster containing how I would like to be and the cluster 
containing the last role I played) is also closer to how 
she would like to be (ie., her ideal self) than it is to 
the last dramatic role she played. Furthermore, how she 
would like to be is the furthest away from her perception 
of the last dramatic role she played.
Grid 2 was completed by Actor A when she had been 
rehearsing the role for a cinema film for a few days. The 
last role she played was the leading character in a West 
End and Broadway play (ie., element 12 in grid 1).
The element tree for grid 2 (see Figure 5.5) contained 
three main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be oserved that how I see 
myself is no longer directly linked to how I believe the 
public see me, although how I see myself is connected to
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the cluster which contains how I believe the public see 
me.
How I believe the public see me is now directly linked to 
* the director* at 84.6%. Also contained within the 
cluster are * the most successful person I know* and 
'family member (female)'.
How I would like to be is within a separate cluster and is 
still directly linked to 'someone close to me', although 
at 92.3%, the percentage of similarity is slightly smaller 
than it was in grid 1. They are attached to the cluster 
which also contains 'family member (male)', 'my best 
friend*,'someone I like* and 'my agent*.
How I see the character is also within a separate cluster 
and is directly linked to 'someone I do not like* at 75%; 
both join the last role I played at 73%.
Thus, in grid 2 Actor A's self-perception has moved 
slightly away from how she believes the public see her, 
although they are still closely related. The way Actor A 
sees herself has also moved slightly away from how she 
would like to be. Interestingly, since she began 
rehearsal 'the most successful person I know* has entered
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the cluster which contains how I believe the public see 
me. It also appears that Actor A sees the last dramatic 
role she played and the character she is currently 
portraying as being very similar to each other and to 
someone she does not like.
Grid 3 was completed by Actor A when she had been filming
the dramatic role (ie., element 10 in grid 2) for
approximately two weeks. The last role she played was the 
leading character in a West End and Broadway play 
(ie., element 12 in grids 1 and 2).
The element tree for grid 3 (see Figure 5.6) contained 
three main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', we observe that how I see myself is 
within a cluster which now contains the last role I played 
(to which it matches at 76.9%), how I believe the public
see me and 'the most successful person I know' (which are
now directly linked at 84.6%), 'family member (female)' 
and 'the director'.
How I would like to be and 'someone close to me', which 
are directly linked at 90.3% (a smaller percentage of 
similarity than in the previous two grids), are within the 
cluster which contains 'family member (male)', 'my
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agent*, 'someone I like' and 'my best friend'.
How I see the character is still directly linked to 
'someone I do not like'; the matching score between them 
being larger at 84.6% than it was in grid 2.
Thus, in grid 3 Actor A's self-perception has moved 
away from its original (ie., grid 1) cluster, and is now 
within a cluster which contains the more theatrical 
(ie., 'the most successful person I know', how I believe 
the public see me and the last role I played), rather than 
the familial, elements. Furthermore, either Actor A's 
self-perception, or her perception of the last dramatic 
role she played, has changed in that they are closer 
together in grid 3 than they are in the previous grids.
Grid 4 was completed by Actor A when she had been filming 
the dramatic role (element 10 in grids 2 and 3) for 
approximately four weeks. The last role she played was 
the leading character in a West End and Broadway play 
(ie., element 12 in grids 1, 2 and 3).
The element tree for grid 4 (see Figure 5.7) contained 
several clusters which were not as clearly separated as 
they were in the previous grids. Nevertheless, to focus
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on the cluster which contains 'how I see myself', it can 
be observed that how I see myself and the last role I 
played are now directly linked at 88.4%, and join how I 
believe the public see me at 86.5%.
How I would like to be is now directly linked to 'family 
member (male)' at 92.3%, and is within a cluster which 
contains 'my best friend', 'someone close to me', 'my 
agent' and 'someone I like'.
How I see the character is still directly linked to 
'someone I do not like', but the matching score between 
them is even larger at 90.3% than it was in the previous 
grids.
Thus, in grid 4 Actor A's self-perception appears to have 
moved closer still to her perception of the last dramatic 
role she played. Furthermore, how she sees herself and 
how she believes the public see her have also moved back 
closer together; as have Actor A's self-perception and how 
she would like to be, although they are still some 
distance apart.
Grid 5 was completed by Actor A when she had been in the 
rehearsal of the role of leading lady in a West End play
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for approximately two weeks. The last role she played was 
a major character in a cinema film (ie., element 10 in 
grids 2, 3 and 4).
The element tree for grid 5 (see Figure 5.8) contained 
four main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself and how I would like to be are directly linked at 
98%. Also within the cluster are 'someone close to me' 
and 'the most successful person I know'.
How I believe the public see me is within a cluster which 
contains 'someone I like' and 'family member (male)'.
The last role I played (which was element 10: 'how I see 
the character' in grids 2, 3 and 4) is not tightly 
contained within a particular cluster, but is close to the 
cluster which contains how I believe the public see me.
Although how I see the character and 'someone I do not 
like' are not directly linked, they are within the same 
cluster.
Thus, in grid 5 how Actor A sees herself and how she would 
like to be are almost the same (the percentage similarity
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between them being extremely high). It appears that when 
Actor A completed this grid she perceived herself as being 
more or less as she would like to be. It is interesting 
that how she sees herself and how she would like to be are 
also closely related to the most successful person she 
knows.
Furthermore, although how she believes the public see her 
is not directly linked to how she sees herself, they are 
within close proximity. Moreover, the last dramatic role 
she played is also within close proximity to how she 
believes the public see her. As the last dramatic role 
played was rated as how I see the character in grids 2, 3 
and 4, it appears that since she actually played the 
dramatic role Actor A's perception of the dramatic role 
and how she believes the public see her have moved closer 
together.
Grid 6 was completed by Actor A when she had been 
performing the role of leading lady in the West End play 
(ie., element 10 in grid 5) for approximately two months. 
The last role she played was the leading character in a 
West End and Broadway play (ie., element 10 in grids 2, 3 
and 4; element 12 in grid 5).
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The element tree for grid 6 (see Figure 5.9) contained 
three main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself, it can be observed that how I see 
myself and how I believe the public see me are directly 
linked at 92.3%. Also contained within the cluster are 
'family member (female)' and how I see the character 
(which joins the cluster at 82.6%).
How I would like to be is directly linked to 'family 
member (male)' at 90.3%. Also contained within the 
cluster are 'someone close to me', 'someone I like' and 
'my best friend'.
The last role I played is now directly linked to 'someone 
I do not like' at 80.7%.
Thus, in grid 6 Actor A's self-perception and how she 
believes the public see her have moved back together (the 
percentage similarity between them being quite large; and 
larger than it was when they were linked in grid 1). How 
Actor A sees the character she is playing has also moved 
into the cluster which implies that there are similarities 
between this element and her self-perception and how she 
believes the public see her. Actor A's perception of the 
last dramatic role she played has also moved away from how
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she believes the public see her. Similarly, how Actor A 
would like to be has moved away from the way she sees 
herself.
Summary of FOCUS analyses; Actor A
The FOCUS analyses of the grids completed by Actor A 
showed that the way she saw herself varied over time, both 
within and between dramatic roles, as did how she believed 
she was seen by the public. Moreover, both her self­
perception and how she believed the public saw her 
frequently changed together, such that in most of the 
grids there was a close relationship between them. Thus, 
the way Actor A saw herself was not very dissimlar from 
how she believed she was seen by the public. Furthermore, 
both Actor A*s self-perception and how she believed the 
public saw her appear to have influenced, and to have been 
influenced by, the dramatic role she was playing and/or 
the last dramatic role she played.
Actor A*s perception of how she would like to be (ie., her 
ideal self), however, was extremely stable over time, 
within and between dramatic roles. It did not appear to 
be influenced by the way she saw herself, how she believed 
the public saw her, her perception of the dramatic role 
she was playing, or her perception of the last dramatic
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role she played. Thus, where there was movement between 
Actor A's perception of how she would like to be and these 
other elements, it was by these other elements either 
towards or away from her perception of how she would like 
to be, and not vice versa.
It appears that Actor A saw the dramatic roles she played 
as being very different from each other. Furthermore, not 
only did her perception of the dramatic role she was 
playing change slightly, but after she had played it her 
perception of the dramatic role also changed slightly over 
time.
Despite the changes within and between the elements, 
however, it is difficult to determine a particular pattern 
of change which is repeated over time within and between 
the dramatic roles played by Actor A.
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Figure 5.4: FOCUS analysis of grid 1 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.5: FOCUS analysis of grid 2 (Actor A)
CAREFUL WITH MONEY 10 
FULFILLED 7 
I POSITIVE
NOT CONTROLLED BY JEALOUSY 
I CENTRED 8
TOLERANT 6  
GENEROUS OF SELF 
■ ATTRACTIVE (AS A  PERSON) 13 
WARM 12
: POSSESSES SENSE OF HUMOUR 4  
SENSITIVE 2  
NOT ISOLATED 3 
PATIENT 11
I W ,  I
3  3 3  i  4  3 Î S
100 90
10 EXTRAVAGANT
7  UNFULFILLED 
NEGATIVE
CONTROLLED BY JEALOUSY
8  UNCENTRED 
6  INTOLERANT'
I EGOTISTICAL
13 UNATTRACTIVE (AS A  PERSON)- 
12 COLD
LACKS SENSE OF HUMOUR 
INSENSITIVE 
ISOLATED
11 IMPATIENT
100 90
: ;  :  ;  :  ' - l o  h o w  I see  t h e  c h a r a c t e r ...........- — '  ^
I '  - Î  2  SOMEONE ID O N O T L IK E " " —
; j  4 t . . . . . . . . . 1 2  THE LAST ROLE I P L A Y E D - " " " " ' "
[ - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7  FAMILY MEMBER ( F ) - " " " ' - " " "
! .................................... 8  THE MOST SUCCESSFUL PERSON I KNOW
L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 THE D I R E C T O R . . . . . . . * " ' " . . . " ' "
" " ' " ' " " " 1 3  HOW I BELIEVE THE PUBLIC SEE M E '"
5  HOW I SEE MYSELF
............................................. 14 MY AGENT..........................
............................................  I SOMEONE I LIKE..................
---------------------------------------- 9  MY BEST FRIEND-------------
...................  4  SOMEONE CLOSE TO ME'
.............................................. 3 HOW I WOULD LIKE TO BE
....................................   6  FAMILY MEMBER (M )' "
222
Figure 5.6; FOCUS analysis of grid 3 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.8: FOCUS analysis of grid 5 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.9: FOCUS analysis of grid 6 (Actor A)
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Actor B;
[The FOCUS analyses of Actor B*s grids can be seen on 
p.246-252]
Grid 1 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately two months. Therefore, 
element 10, 'how I see the character', and element 11,
'the director', can be excluded from the discussion of 
grid 1 as they were not rated. The last role played by 
Actor B was one of the leading characters in a four-part 
television drama series.
The element tree for grid 1 (see Figure 5.10) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 86.5%. They are matched with 'someone I like' at 
86.0%; which then join how I would like to be (which is 
directly linked to 'my best friend' at 86.5%) at 80%.
Also within the cluster is 'someone close to me'.
The last role I played is within a separate cluster and is 
directly linked to 'family member (female)' at 86.5%).
They join the cluster containing how I see myself, how I
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believe the public see me and how I would like to be at 
60.0%.
Thus, in grid 1 Actor B*s self-perception and how he 
believes the public see him are closely related. 
Furthermore, these elements are closely related to someone 
he likes and to how he would like to be which suggests 
that he sees himself and believes he is seen by the public 
in a favourable way which is not too far removed from his 
perception of his ideal self. However, how he appears to 
see little similarity between himself and the last role he 
played.
Grid 2 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately three and a half months. 
Therefore, element 10, 'how I see the character*, and 
element 11, 'the director', can be excluded from the 
discussion of grid 1 as they were not rated. The last 
role played by Actor B was one of the leading characters 
in a four-part television drama series.
The element tree for grid 2 (see Figure 5.11) contained 
several clusters which were not clearly separated.
However, to focus on the cluster containing 'how I see 
myself', it can be observed that how I see myself is
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directly linked to how I believe the public see me at 
81.0% (which is a smaller percentage of similarity than in 
grid 1). How I would like to be is directly linked to *my 
best friend* at 92.3%; and join 'someone I like' at 88.4%. 
They then join how I see myself and how I believe the 
public see me at 80.0%.
The last role I played is within another cluster and is 
not directly linked to another element, but joins the 
cluster which contains how I see myself, how I believe 
the public see me and how I would like to be at 78.0%.
Thus, in grid 2 Actor B's self-perception is still closely 
related to how he believes the public see him, although 
the relationship between them is slightly weaker than it 
was in grid 1; and both are still related to how he would 
like to be. Furthermore, his perception of the last 
dramatic role he played has moved slightly closer to the 
way he sees himself and to how he believes he is seen by 
the public.
Grid 3 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately five months. Therefore, 
element 10, 'how I see the character', and element 11,
'the director', can be excluded from the discussion of
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grid 1 as they were not rated. The last role played by 
Actor B was one of the leading characters in a four-part 
television drama series.
Like the element tree for grid 2, the element tree for 
grid 3 (see Figure 5.12) contained several clusters which 
were not clearly separated. However, to focus on the 
cluster containing 'how I see myself*, it can be observed 
that how I see myself is now directly linked to the last 
role I played at 92.3%. They join how I believe the 
public see me at 84.6%. Also within the cluster is 
'someone I like'.
How I would like to be is no longer within the cluster 
which contains how I see myself, but is still directly 
linked to 'my best friend' at 90.3% (which is a slightly 
smaller percentage of similarity than in grid 2).
Thus, in grid 3 Actor B's perception of the last dramatic 
role he played has moved nearer to the way he sees himself 
and are now closely related. Furthermore, both are also 
related to how Actor B believes the public see him.
Hence, the way Actor B sees himself is very similar to the 
way he sees the last dramatic role he played and to how he 
believes he is seen by the public.
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Grid 4 was completed by Actor B when he had been in 
rehearsal of the lead role in a stage play for 
approximately two and a half weeks. The last role he 
played was one of the leading characters in a four-part 
television drama series.
As in the previous two grids, the element tree for grid 4 
(see Figure 5.13) contained several clusters which were 
not clearly separated. However, to focus on the cluster 
containing 'how I see myself', it can be observed that 
how I see myself is directly linked to how I believe 
the public see me at 98%. They join the last role I 
played at 80.7%.
How I would like to be is directly linked to 'someone I 
like' at 88.4%. Also within the cluster is 'my best 
friend', 'someone close to me' and 'the director'.
How I see the character is within a cluster which also 
contains 'my agent', 'the most successful person I know', 
'someone I do not like', 'family member (male)' and 
'family member (female)'.
Thus, in grid 4 Actor B's self-perception and how he 
believes the public see him have moved back closer
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together. Furthermore, his self-perception and his 
perception of the last dramatic role he played have moved 
slightly apart.
Grid 5 was completed by Actor B when he had been in 
rehearsal of the lead role in a stage play for 
approximately three and a half weeks, and in performance 
of the dramatic role for three days. The last role played 
by Actor B was one of the leading characters in a four- 
part television drama series.
The element tree for grid 5 (see Figure 5.14) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 94.2%. Also within the cluster are 'someone I 
like', 'my best friend', how I would like to be (which 
joins the cluster at 84.6%) and 'someone close to me'.
The last role I played is within a cluster which also 
contains 'the most successful person I know', 'someone I 
do not like', 'my agent', how I see the character and 'the 
director'.
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Thus, in grid 5 the relationship between Actor B's self­
perception and how he believes the public see him has 
weakened slightly, although they are still directly 
linked. Actor B's perception of the last dramatic role he 
played has moved away from the cluster which contains how 
I see myself. This suggests that either Actor B's self­
perception, or his perception of the last dramatic role he 
played, has changed; that his perception of the latter has 
changed is more probable since it is now within a cluster 
which also contains his perception of the character he is 
currently portraying.
Moreover, Actor B's self-perception and how he would like 
to be have moved closer together and are contained within 
the same cluster.
Grid 6 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
performing the lead role (as in grid 5) for approximately 
three and a half weeks, and had also been in rehearsal of 
another dramatic role (as in grid 7) for two and a half 
weeks. Element 10: How I see the character refers to the 
dramatic role which is currently being played. The last 
role played by Actor B was one of the leading characters 
in a four-part television drama series.
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The element tree for grid 6 (see Figure 5.15) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 96.1%. They are matched with 'someone I like' at 
92.3%; which then join the last role I played and 'the 
director' (which are directly linked at 88.4%) at 88.4%. 
Also within the cluster are how I would like to be which 
joins 'my best friend' at 84.6%, and 'someone close to 
me'.
How I see the character, which is in a separate cluster, 
is directly linked to 'my agent' at 80.7%.
Thus, in grid 6 the relationship between Actor B's self­
perception and how he believes the public see him is 
stronger than it was in grid 5 (although not as strong as 
it was in grid 4). Interestingly, the last dramatic role 
played by Actor B has reentered the cluster which contains 
his self-perception. Therefore, the way Actor B sees 
himself and the way he believes the public see him are 
very similar. Furthermore, both are related to the way he 
sees the last dramatic role he played; all of which are 
not too far removed from how he would like to be.
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However, Actor B sees the character he is currently 
portraying as being quite different from himself, from the 
way he believes the public see him and from the last 
dramatic role he played.
Grid 7 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
performing the lead role (as in grid 6) for approximately 
three and a half weeks, and had also been in rehearsal of 
another lead dramatic role for two and a half weeks. In 
grid 7, element 10: How I see the character refers to the 
dramatic role being rehearsed; element 12: The last role I 
played refers to the dramatic role being performed 
(ie., element 10 in grid 6).
The element tree for grid 7 (see Figure 5.16) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 96.1%. They are matched with 'someone I like' at 
92.3%; which then join how I would like to be at 86.5%. 
Also within the cluster are 'my best friend' and 'someone 
close to me'.
How I see the character and the last role I played, which 
are in a separate cluster, are directly linked at 82.6%.
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Thus, in grid 7 the way Actor B believes the public see 
him is very similar to the way he sees himself. 
Furthermore, both are related to how he would like to be. 
Actor B also sees the dramatic role he is rehearsing as 
being very similar to the character he is currently 
portraying.
Grid 8 was completed by Actor B when he had rehearsed 
the lead role in a West End play for three and a half 
weeks, and had been performing the dramatic role for one 
week. The last role he played was the leading character in 
a stage play.
The element tree for grid 8 (see Figure 5.17) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 94.2%. They are matched with 'someone I like' at 
88.4%; which then join how I would like to be at 86.5%. 
Also within the cluster is 'someone close to me' and 'my 
best friend'.
The last role I played and how I see the character, which 
are contained within a separate cluster, are directly 
linked at 90.3%.
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Thus, in grid 8 the way Actor B believes the public see 
him is very similar to the way he sees himself (although 
the relationship between them is slightly weaker than it 
was in grid 7). Furthermore, both are still related to 
how he would like to be. The relationship between the 
character Actor B is currently portraying and the last 
dramatic role he played has grown stronger (ie.. Actor B 
sees them as being even more alike).
Grid 9 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
performing the lead role in a West End play for three 
weeks. The last role he played was the leading character 
in a stage play.
The element tree for grid 9 (see Figure 5.18) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to how I believe the public see 
me at 92.3%. They are matched with 'someone I like' at 
88.4%; which then join 'someone close to me' at 84.6%. 
Also within the cluster is how I would like to be and 'my 
best friend'.
How I see the character and the last role I played, which 
are contained within a separate cluster, are directly
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linked at 88.4%.
Thus, in grid 9 the way Actor B believes the public see 
him is very similar to the way he sees himself (although 
the relationship between them is slightly weaker than it 
was in grid 8). Furthermore, both are still related to 
how he would like to be. The relationship between the 
character Actor B is currently portraying and the last 
dramatic role he played is slightly weaker than it was in 
grid 8, which suggests that Actor B sees them as being 
less alike than he did in the previous grid.
Moreover, since they are within separate clusters and are 
some distance apart, it appears that the way Actor B sees 
himself, the way he believes the public see him and how he 
would like to be are not closely related to how he sees 
the character he is currently portraying and to the last 
dramatic role he played.
Grid 10 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
performing the lead role in a West End play for five 
weeks. The last role he played was the leading character 
in a stage play.
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The element tree for grid 10 (see Figure 5.19) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself, it can be observed that how I see 
myself is no longer directly linked to how I believe the 
public see me, although they are still within the same 
cluster. How I believe the public see me is now directly 
linked to 'someone I like' at 92.3%. They then join how I 
see myself at 92.3%; which then join how I would like to 
be at 82.6%. Also within the cluster is 'someone close to 
me' and 'my best friend'.
The last role I played and how I see the character, which 
are still contained within a separate cluster, are 
directly linked at 88.4%.
Thus, in grid 10 the way Actor B sees himself and the way 
he believes the public see him have moved slightly away 
from each other (although it appears that he still 
believes the public see him in a favourable way since 
element 13 is directly linked to someone he likes). 
Furthermore, how he would like to be is still within the 
cluster which contains how he sees himself.
The relationship between the character Actor B is 
currently portraying and the last dramatic role he played
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remains as strong as it was in grid 9. Moreover, they are 
still separated from the way Actor B sees himself, the way 
he believes the public see him and how he would like to 
be.
Grid 11 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately two and a half weeks. 
Therefore, element 10, 'how I see the character', and 
element 11, 'the director', can be excluded from the 
discussion of grid 11 as they were not rated. The last 
role he played was the leading character in a stage play.
The element tree for grid 11 (see Figure 5.20) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is not directly linked to another element but joins 
how I believe the public see me and 'someone I like'
(which are still directly linked, although the percentage 
of similarity between them is, at 85.0%, smaller than it 
was in grid 10) at 85.3%; which then join 'someone close 
to me' at 84.0%.
How I would like to be has moved away slightly from the 
cluster containing how I see myself and is now directly 
linked to 'my best friend' at 81.0%.
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The last role I played is within a separate cluster and is 
not directly linked to another element.
Thus, in grid 11 although they are within the same 
cluster. Actor B*s self-perception and the way he believes 
the public see him have moved slightly further apart. At 
the same time, not only has the relationship between the 
way he believes the public see him and someone he likes 
weakened slightly, but how I would like to be has also 
moved away slightly from the cluster which contains how I 
see myself.
Grid 12 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately six and a half weeks. 
Therefore, element 10, 'how I see the character', and 
element 11, 'the director', can be excluded from the 
discussion of grid 12 as they were not rated. The last 
role he played was the leading character in a stage play.
The element tree for grid 12 (see Figure 5.21) contained 
several clusters which were not clearly separated.
However, to focus on the cluster containing 'how I see 
myself', it can be observed that how I see myself is 
directly linked to 'someone I like' at 92.3%. They join 
how I believe the public see me at 88.4%, which then join
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'someone close to me'.
How I would like to be is directly linked to 'my best 
friend' at 82.6%.
The last role I played is directly linked to 'my agent' at 
71.1%.
Thus, in grid 12 while Actor B's self-perception and how 
he would like to be have moved slightly further apart, the 
way he sees himself and how he believes he is seen by the 
public have moved slightly closer together. Furthermore, 
his self-perception appears to be favourable since it is 
directly linked to someone he likes.
Grid 13 was completed by Actor B when he had been 
unemployed for approximately ten weeks, and was preparing 
to play one of the lead roles for a television drama 
series. Therefore, element 10, 'how I see the character', 
and element 11, 'the director', can be excluded from the 
discussion of grid 13 as they were not rated. The last 
role he played was the leading character in a stage play.
The element tree for grid 13 (see Figure 5.22) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing
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'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is directly linked to 'someone I like' at 90.3%. 
They join how I believe the public see me at 88.4%. 
Although they are not within the immediate cluster which 
contains how I see myself, the cluster extends to include 
how I would like to be and 'my best friend'.
The last role I played is directly linked to 'my agent' at 
78.8%.
Thus, in grid 13 Actor B's self-perception is still a 
favourable one in that it is linked to 'someone I like' 
(although the relationship between them is slightly weaker 
than it was in grid 12). Furthermore, that how I would 
like to be has moved slightly closer to the cluster which 
contains how I see myself may be explained by the fact 
that Actor B was preparing to play one of the lead 
characters in a television drama series.
Grid 14 was completed by Actor B when he had been filming 
the television drama series (referred to in grid 13) for 
approximately four weeks. The last role he played was the 
leading character in a stage play.
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The element tree for grid 14 (see Figure 5.23) contained 
two main clusters. To focus on the cluster containing 
'how I see myself', it can be observed that how I see 
myself is no longer directly linked to 'someone I like', 
although they are within the same cluster. How I would 
like to be is now directly linked to 'someone I like' at 
88.4%. They join how I see myself at 88.4%. Also within 
the cluster is 'the director' and 'my best friend'. 
Although they are not within the immediate cluster which 
contains how I see myself, the cluster extends to include 
how I see the character, how I believe the public see me 
and 'someone close to me'.
The last role I played is not directly linked to any other 
element, and is within a separate cluster from how I see 
myself.
Thus, in grid 14 the relationship between the way Actor B 
sees himself and the way he would like to be has grown 
stronger; both are positive perceptions since they are 
related to someone Actor B likes. His perception of the 
character he is currently portraying is closely related 
to the way he sees himself and to how he believes the 
public see him. Therefore, he believes the public see him 
in terms of the character he is playing which is not too
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far removed from his self-perception. However, he does 
not see himself in the same way as he sees the last 
dramatic role he played; neither does he appear to believe 
that the public see him as he sees the last dramatic role 
he played.
Summary of FOCUS analyses; Actor B
Generally, the FOCUS analyses of the grids completed by 
Actor B showed that his self-perception, his perception 
of how he would like to be, and how he believed he was 
seen by the public were extremely stable over time, both 
within and between dramatic roles; and appear not to have 
been affected by either the dramatic role he was playing 
or the last dramatic role he played.
In the majority of grids, a close relationship exists 
between the way Actor B saw himself and how he believed he 
was seen by the public; such that he believed the public 
saw him as he saw himself, and vice versa. For example, 
in eight of the grids (1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9), how I 
see myself and how I believe the public see me were 
directly linked; in the remaining grids, although both 
elements were not directly linked to each other, they were 
still within the same cluster.
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Furthermore, the strength of the relationship between 
Actor b ' s  self-perception and how he believed the public 
saw him varied across circumstances. Thus, during the 
rehearsal period of a dramatic role the relationship 
between them was strong; but when the dramatic role had 
been performed, the relationship between them gradually 
weakened as the performance period continued. It appears, 
therefore, that Actor B believed the public saw him as he 
saw himself, and vice versa, to the greatest extent during 
rehearsals, and less so when he was unemployed.
A similar relationship exists between the way Actor B saw 
himself and his perception of how he would like to be.
When he was playing a dramatic role these two elements 
frequently had a slightly stronger relationship than when 
he was unemployed.
Although they were never directly linked, in several grids 
Actor B's perception of the dramatic role he was playing 
and/or the last dramatic role he played moved into the 
cluster which contained his self-perception. This 
suggests that Actor B saw similarities between the 
dramatic roles he played and himself; such that the 
dramatic roles he played reflected his self-perception;
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as opposed to his self-perception reflecting the dramatic 
roles he played.
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Figure 5.10: FOCUS analysis of grid 1 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.11: FOCUS analysis of grid 2 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.12: FOCUS analysis of grid 3 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.13: FOCUS analysis of grid 4 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.14: FOCUS analysis of grid 5 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.15: FOCUS analysis of grid 6 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.16: FOCUS analysis of grid 7 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.17: FOCUS analysis of grid 8 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.18: FOCUS analysis of grid 9 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.19: FOCUS analysis of grid 10 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.20: FOCUS analysis of grid 11 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.21: FOCUS analysis of grid 12 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.22: FOCUS analysis of grid 13 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.23: FOCUS analysis of grid 14 (Actor B)
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Summary of FOCUS analyses; Actors A and B
The FOCUS analyses of the grids completed by Actors A 
and B supported and extended the findings of the MINUS 
analyses, and showed that whereas Actor A*s self­
perception and how she believed she was seen by the public 
frequently changed over time, the way Actor B saw himself 
and how he believed he was seen by the public remained 
relatively stable as he moved within and between dramatic 
roles.
Although the way both Actors A and B saw themselves was 
similar to the way they believed they were seen by the 
public, while Actor A*s perception of these elements was 
closely related to the dramatic role she was playing or to 
the last dramatic role she played. Actor B*s perceptions 
were more independent of his dramatic roles. Thus, how 
Actor B believed he was seen by the public was closely 
linked to his self-perception and vice versa (particularly 
during the rehearsal period of a dramatic role).
Moreover, while the relationship between Actor A*s self­
perception and her perception of how she would like to be 
remained stable over time, as she moved within and between 
dramatic roles, the strength of the relationship between 
Actor B*s self-perception and his perception of his ideal
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self depended slightly more upon whether he was playing a 
dramatic role.
While both Actors A and B saw themselves as playing a 
variety of dramatic roles, whereas Actor A*s perception of 
the dramatic roles she played slightly changed over time. 
Actor B*s perception of his dramatic roles remained 
relatively more stable after he had finished playing them. 
Furthermore, it appears that whereas Actor A*s self­
perception tended to change slightly in the direction of 
the dramatic roles she played. Actor B*s perception of his 
dramatic roles either remained stable over time, or 
occasionally changed slightly in the direction of his 
self-perception.
(iii) Ratings which remain constant over time (CORE
analysisT
In order to identify the ratings of those elements on 
those constructs which remained the same over time, the 
grids completed by Actors A and B* were analysed using the 
CORE program (see section 5.3.1). In each analysis, the 
ratings of the elements on the constructs in two 
consecutive grids were entered into the analysis for each 
actor separately.
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* Because grids 6 and 7 were completed by Actor B at the 
same (ie., sixth) session, a CORE analysis of these 
grids was not conducted.
Since the CORE analysis was conducted in order to 
speculate about the extent to which actors possess a core 
sense of self, only three elements: 'how I would like to 
be* (element 3), 'how I see myself' (element 5) and 'how I 
believe the public see me' (element 13) will be discussed.
Actor A:
[The constructs elicited from Actor A, the elements rated 
and the CORE analyses of Actor A's grids can be seen on 
p.260-264]
Between grids 1 and 2 (see Figure 5.24), (which were 
completed just before Actor A started rehearsal of a 
role for a cinema film, and when she had been rehearsing 
the dramatic role for a few days respectively) Actor A's 
ratings of elements 3, 'how I would like to be', and 5, 
'how I see myself', remained the same on constructs 8, 
'centred/uncentred', 10, 'careful with money/extravagant', 
and 12, 'warm/cold'.
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Between grids 2 and 3 (see Figure 5.25), (which 
were completed when Actor had been rehearsing a role for a 
cinema film for a few days, and when she had been filming 
the role for approximately two weeks respectively)
Actor A*s ratings of element 3, 'how I would like to be' 
remained the same on constructs 1, 'generous of self/ 
egotistical', 3, 'isolated/not isolated', 6, 'tolerant/ 
intolerant', 8, 'centred/uncentred', and 12, 'warm/cold'.
Between grids 3 and 4 (see Figure 5.26), (which were 
completed when Actor A had been filming a role for 
approximately two weeks, and when she had been 
filming the dramatic role for approximately four weeks 
respectively) Actor A's ratings of element 3, 'how I would 
like to be' remained the same on constructs 1, 'generous 
of self/egotistical', 3, 'isolated/not isolated', 6, 
'tolerant/intolerant', 9, 'positive/negative', 12, 
'warm/cold', and 13, 'attractive (as a person)/ 
unattractive (as a person).
Between grids 4 and 5 (see Figure 5.27), (which were 
completed when Actor A had been filming a role for 
approximately four weeks, and when she had been rehearsing 
the lead role in a West End play for approximately two 
weeks respectively) Actor A's ratings of element 3, 'how I
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would like to be*, remained the same on constructs 5, "not 
controlled by jealousy/controlled by jealousy*, 6, 
'tolerant/intolerant*, and 12 *warm/cold*.
Between grids 5 and 6 (see Figure 5.28), (which were 
completed when Actor A had been rehearsing the lead role 
in a West End play for approximately two weeks, and when 
she had been playing the dramatic role for approximately 
two months respectively) Actor A* s ratings of element 3, 
'how 1 would like to be', remained the same on 
constructs 5, 'not controlled by jealousy/controlled by 
jealousy', 8, 'centred/uncentred', 11, 'patient/ 
impatient', and 12, 'warm/cold'.
Between grids 1 and 6 (see Figure 5.29), (which were 
completed just before Actor A started rehearsal of a 
role for a cinema film, and when she had been playing the 
lead role in a West End play for approximately two months 
respectively) Actor A's ratings of element 3, 'how I would 
like to be', 5, 'how I see myself', and 13, 'how I believe 
the public see me', remained the same on constructs 8, 
'centred/uncentred', 12, 'warm/cold', and 13, 'attractive 
(as a person)/unattractive (as a person).
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Between grids 1 and 5 (see Figure 5.30) (which were 
completed just before Actor A started the rehearsal of a 
role for a film, and just after the filming had been 
completed respectively). Actor A*s ratings of element 3; 
'how I would like to be' remained the same on constructs
5, 'not controlled by jealousy/controlled by jealousy', 6, 
'tolerant/intolerant', and 12, 'warm/cold'.
Between grids 2 and 4 (see Figure 5.31) (which were 
completed during the first few days of the rehearsal of a 
role for a film and after several weeks of filming 
respectively). Actor A's ratings of element 3: 'how I 
would like to be' remained the same on constructs 1, 
'generous of self/egotistical', 3, isolated/not isolated',
6, 'tolerant/intolerant', and 12, 'warm/cold'.
Summary of CORE analyses; Actor A
The CORE analyses of the grids completed by Actor A showed 
that her self-perception and how she believed she was seen 
by the public changed on the majority of constructs over 
time, as she moved within and between dramatic roles.
Thus, as suggested by the findings of the MINUS and FOCUS 
analyses, the way Actor A saw herself and how she believed 
the public saw her were not particularly stable. It might 
be speculated, however, that since her ratings of her
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self-perception (between grids 1 and 2, and 1 and 6) and 
how she believed she was seen by the public (between grids 
1 and 6) remained stable on 'centred/uncentred* and 
'warm/cold', these constructs were, perhaps, related to 
Actor A*s central view of herself and to her central view 
of how she was seen by the public.
Actor A*s ratings of how she would like to be were the 
most stable on several constructs between a number of 
grids. In particular, her ratings of this element 
remained the same in each of the six grids on the 
construct 'warm/cold*. Thus, it might be speculated that 
this construct was, perhaps, related to Actor A's 
central view of her ideal self.
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Actor A:
The constructs elicited from Actor A were;
(Cl) Generous of self/Egotistical;
(C2) Sensitive/Insensitive;
(C3) Isolated/Not isolated;
Possesses sense of humour/Lacks sense of humour;
Not controlled by jealousy/Controlled by jealousy; 
Tolerant/Intolerant ;
Fulfilled/Unfulfilled;
Centred/Uncentred ;
Positive/Negative;
CIO) Careful with money/Extravagant;
(Cll) Patient/Impatient;
(C12) Warm/Cold;
(C13) Attractive (as a person)/Unattractive (as a person)
The elements rated by Actor A were;
(El) Someone I like;
(E2) Someone I do not like;
(E3) How I would like to be;
(E4) Someone close to me;
(E5) How I see myself;
(E6) Family member (male);
(E7) Family member (female);
(E8) The most successful person I know; 
(E9) My best friend;
(ElO) How I see the character;
(Ell) The director;
(E12) The last role I played;
(E13) How 1 believe the public see me; 
(E14) My agent.
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Figure 5.24; CORE analysis of grids 1 and 2 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.25; CORE analysis of grids 2 and 3 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.26: CORE analysis of grids 3 and 4 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.27: CORE analysis of grids 4 and 5 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.28: CORE analysis of grids 5 and 6 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.29: CORE analysis of grids 1 and 6 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.30: CORE analysis of grids 1 and 5 (Actor A)
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Figure 5.31: CORE analysis of grids 2 and 4 (Actor A)
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Actor B;
[The constructs elicited from Actor B, the elements rated 
and the CORE analyses of Actor B*s grids can be seen on 
p.274-283]
Between grids 1 and 2 (see Figure 5.32), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for 
approximately two months, and when he had been unemployed 
for approximately three and a half months respectively) 
Actor B's ratings of element 3, 'how I would like to be', 
remained the same on constructs 7, 'assertive/non- 
assertive', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 9, 'generous/mean', 
10, 'comical/ not comical', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
Between grids 2 and 3 (see Figure 5.33), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for 
approximately three and a half months, and when he had 
been unemployed for approximately five months 
respectively) Actor B's ratings of elements 3, 'how I 
would like to be' and 13, 'how I believe the public see 
me', remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/ 
unselfish', 6, 'calm/excitable', 7, 'assertive/non- 
assertive', 9, 'generous/mean', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
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Between grids 3 and 4 (see Figure 5.34), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for 
approximately five months, and when he had been rehearsing 
the lead role in a stage play for approximately two and a 
half weeks respectively) Actor B*s ratings of element 5, 
'how I see myself', remained the same on constructs 2, 
'selfish/unselfish', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 10, 
'comical/not comical', 11, 'stable/volatile', and 13, 
'intelligent/unintelligent'.
Between grids 4 and 5 (see Figure 5.35), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been rehearsing the lead role 
in a stage play for approximately two and a half weeks, 
and when he had been rehearsing the dramatic role for 
approximately three and a half weeks respectively) Actor 
B's ratings of element 13, 'how I believe the public see 
me', remained the same on constructs 10, 'comical/not 
comical', 11, 'stable/volatile', 12, 'loving/unloving', 
and 13, 'intelligent/unintelligent'.
Between grids 5 and 6 (see Figure 5.36), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been rehearsing a role in a 
stage play for approximately three and a half weeks, and 
when he had been playing the dramatic role for 
approximately three and a half weeks and was also
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rehearsing another role in a West End play respectively) 
Actor B's ratings of elements 5, 'how I see myself' 
remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 3, 
'immature/mature*, 7, 'assertive/non-assertive', 12, 
'loving/unloving', and 13, 'intelligent/unintelligent'.
Between grids 7 and 8 (see Figure 5.37), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been playing a role in a stage 
play for approximately three and a half weeks and was 
also rehearsing another dramatic role, and when he had 
been rehearsing the dramatic role in a West End play for 
three and a half weeks and playing it for one week 
respectively) Actor B's ratings of elements 3, 'how I 
would like to be', 5, 'how I see myself' and 13, 'how I 
believe the public see me', remained the same on 
constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 3, 'immature/mature',
7, 'assertive/non-assertive', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 9, 
'generous/mean', 10, 'comical/not comical', and 12,
'loving/unloving'.
Between grids 8 and 9 (see Figure 5.38), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been rehearsing a role in a 
West End play for three and a half weeks and playing it 
for one week, and when he had been playing the dramatic 
role for three weeks respectively) Actor B's ratings of
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elements 3, 'how I would like to be', 5, 'how I see 
myself' and 13, 'how I believe the public see me', 
remained the same on constructs 1, 'happy/unhappy', 2, 
'selfish/unselfish', 5, 'malicious/not malicious', 9, 
'generous/mean', 10, comical/not comical', 11, 
'stable/volatile', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
Between grids 9 and 10 (see Figure 5.39), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been playing a role in a West 
End play for three weeks, and when he had been playing the 
dramatic role for five weeks respectively) Actor B's 
ratings of elements 3, 'how I would like to be' and 5,
'how I see myself' remained the same on constructs 2, 
'selfish/unselfish', 4, 'motherly or fatherly/not motherly 
or not fatherly', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 9, 'generous/ 
mean', 10, 'comical/not comical', and 12, 'loving/ 
unloving'.
Between grids 10 and 11 (see Figure 5.40), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been playing a role in a West 
End play for five weeks, and when he had been unemployed 
for approximately two and a half weeks respectively)
Actor b 's ratings of element 3, 'how I would like to be', 
remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 6, 
'calm/excitable', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 9, 'generous/
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mean*, and 10, *comical/not comical*.
Between grids 11 and 12 (see Figure 5.41), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for 
approximately two and a half weeks, and when he had been 
unemployed for approximately six and a half weeks 
respectively) Actor B*s ratings of element 3, 'how I would 
like to be', remained the same on constructs 2, 
'selfish/unselfish', 3, 'immature/mature', 6, 'calm/ 
excitable', 9, 'generous/mean', 10, 'comical/not comical', 
and 13, 'intelligent/unintelligent'.
Between grids 12 and 13 (see Figure 5.42), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for six and a 
half weeks, and when he had been unemployed for ten weeks 
and was preparing to play one of the lead roles in a 
television drama series respectively) Actor B's ratings of 
elements 3, 'how I would like to be', 5, 'how I see 
myself', and 13, 'how I believe the public see me', 
remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 3, 
'immature/mature', 4, 'motherly or fatherly/not motherly 
or not fatherly', 6, 'calm/excitable', 8, 'musical/non­
musical', 10, 'comical/not comical', 11, 'stable/ 
volatile', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
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Between grids 13 and 14 (see Figure 5.43), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for ten weeks, 
and when he had been playing the lead role in a television 
drama series for approximately one month respectively) 
Actor B*s ratings of element 3, 'how I would like to be'
remained the same on constructs 5, 'malicious/not
malicious', 10, 'comical/not comical', 11, 'stable/ 
volatile', 12, 'loving/unloving', and 13, 'intelligent/ 
unintelligent'.
Between grids 1 and 14 (see Figure 5.44), (which were 
completed when Actor B had been unemployed for 
approximately two months, and when he had been playing the 
lead role in a television drama series for approximately 
one month respectively) Actor B's ratings of elements 3, 
'how I would like to be', and 5, 'how I see myself',
remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 5,
'malicious/not malicious', 8, 'musical/non-musical', 9, 
'generous/mean', 10, 'comical/not comical', and 12, 
'loving/unloving'.
Between grids 4 and 6 (see Figure 5.45), (which were 
completed during the first two and a half weeks of 
rehearsal of dramatic role 'A' and after the role had been 
performed for three weeks, while also dramatic role 'B'
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had been rehearsed for two and a half weeks, 
respectively) Actor B's ratings of element 5: 'how I see 
myself' remained the same on constructs 3, 'immature/ 
mature', 4, 'motherly or fatherly/not motherly or not 
fatherly', 5, 'malicious/not malicious', 8, 'musical/non­
musical, and 13, 'intelligent/unintelligent'.
Between grids 3 and 7 (see Figure 5.46), (which were 
completed immediately before the start of rehearsals and 
immediately after the entire run of dramatic role 'A' 
respectively) Actor B's ratings of element 3; 'how I 
would like to be' remained the same on constructs 2, 
'selfish/unselfish', 3, 'immature/mature', 8, 
'musical/non-musical', and 10, 'comical/not comical'.
Between grids 8 and 10 (see Figure 5.47), (which 
were completed after dramatic role 'B' had been performed 
for one week and after the same role had been performed 
for five weeks respectively) Actor B's ratings of 
element 3: 'how I would like to be' and element 5: 'how I 
see myself remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/ 
unselfish', 3, 'immature/mature*, 8, 'musical/non­
musical', 10, 'comical/not comical', 11, 'stable/ 
volatile', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
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Between grids 6 and 11 (see Figure 5.48), (which 
were completed immediately before the start of rehearsals 
and immediately after the entire run of dramatic role *B* 
respectively) Actor B's ratings of element 3; 'how I 
would like to be' and element 5: 'how I see myself' 
remained the same on constructs 2, 'selfish/unselfish', 9, 
'generous/mean', 10, 'comical/not comical', 11, 'stable/ 
volatile', and 12, 'loving/unloving'.
Summary of CORE analyses; Actor B
The CORE analyses of the grids completed by Actor B showed 
that how he would like to be, his self-perception and how 
he believed he was seen by the public were relatively 
stable on a number of constructs between several grids.
For example, the ratings of how he would like to be 
remained the same between grids 2 and 3, and 7 to 13 on 
'selfish/unselfish', between grids 1 to 3, and 7 to 12 on 
'generous/mean', and between grids 1 to 3, 7 to 10, and 12 
to 14 on 'loving/unloving'. It might be speculated, 
therefore, that there were several constructs which were 
related to Actor B's central view of his ideal self.
Similarly, the ratings of how Actor B saw himself remained 
the same, for example, between grids 3 and 4, 5 and 6, 7 
to 10, 12 and 13, and 1 and 14 on 'selfish/unselfish'.
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between grids 3 and 4, 7 to 10, 12 and 13, and 1 and 14 on 
* comical/not comical*, and between grids 5 and 6, 7 to 10, 
12 and 13, and 1 and 14 on "loving/unloving*. It might be 
speculated, therefore, that there were several constructs 
which were related to Actor B*s central view of himself.
Moreover, the ratings how Actor B believed he was seen by 
the public remained the same, for example, between grids 2 
and 3, 7 to 9, and 12 and 13 on "selfish/unselfish*, and 
between grids 4 and 5, 7 to 9, and 12 and 13 on "comical/ 
not comical*. Thus, it might also be speculated that 
there were several constructs which were related to 
Actor B*s central view of how the public saw him.
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Actor B:
The constructs elicited from Actor B were:
(Cl) Happy/Unhappy;
(C2) Selfish/Unselfish;
(C3) Immature/Mature;
(C4) Motherly or fatherly/Not motherly or not fatherly; 
(C5) Malicious/Not malicious;
(C6) Calm/Excitable;
(C7) Assertive/Non-assertive;
(C8) Musical/Non-musical;
(C9) Generous/Mean;
(CIO) Comical/Not comical;
(Cll) Stable/Volatile;
(C12) Loving/Unloving;
(C13) Intelligent/Unintelligent.
The elements rated by Actor B were:
(El) Someone I like;
(E2) Someone I do not like;
(E3) How I would like to be;
(E4) Someone close to me;
(E5) How I see myself;
(E6) Family member (male);
(E7) Family member (female);
(E8) The most successful person I know; 
(E9) My best friend;
(ElO) How I see the character;
(Ell) The director;
(E12) The last role I played;
(E13) How I believe the public see me; 
(E14) My agent.
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Figure 5.32: CORE analysis of grids 1 and 2 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.33: CORE analysis of grids 2 and 3 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.34: CORE analysis of grids 3 and 4 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.35: CORE analysis of grids 4 and 5 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.36; CORE analysis of grids 5 and 6 (Actor B)
1 1 2 3 4 5
1 * 3 1 4
%
1 4
1 2 C2
3 4 C3
1 1 n
5 4 [12
2 I  
*
3 *
%
4 * 
t
5 * 3 4 2 2 3 0
* * * * * *
* * * * E14
* I  * ElO
* * E9
* E6
E5
Figure 5.37: CORE analysis of grids 7 and 8 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.38: CORE analysis of grids 8 and 9 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.39: CORE analysis of grids 9 and 10 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.40: CORE analysis of grids 10 and 11 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.41: CORE analysis of grids 11 and 12 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.42: CORE analysis of grids 12 and 13 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.43: CORE analysis of grids 13 and 14 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.44: CORE analysis of grids 1 and 14 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.45: CORE analysis of grids 4 and 6 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.46: CORE analysis of grids 3 and 7 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.47: CORE analysis of grids 8 and 10 (Actor B)
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Figure 5.48: CORE analysis of grids 6 and 11 (Actor B)
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Summary of the CORE analyses; Actors A and B
The CORE analyses of the grids completed by Actors A and B 
supported and extended the findings of the MINUS and FOCUS 
analyses, and showed that whereas Actor A*s self­
perception and how she believed she was seen by the public 
changed on the majority of constructs over time, how 
Actor B saw himself and how he believed he was seen by the 
public tended to remain relatively stable on a number of 
constructs, as he moved within and between dramatic roles. 
Thus, it might be speculated that there were considerably 
more constructs which were related to Actor B*s central 
view of himself and to his central view of how the public 
saw him, than to the central views of Actor A.
However, since the ratings of how Actors A and B would 
like to be remained relatively stable on a number of 
constructs between the grids, it might also be speculated 
that there were several constructs which were related to 
both Actor A’s and Actor B*s central views of their ideal 
self.
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5.3.2.1.1 Discussion of Part (a)
From the MINUS, FOCUS and CORE analyses of their grids, it 
appears that Actors A and B were affected very differently 
by the dramatic roles they played. Hence, while Actor A 
seems to have been greatly affected by her dramatic roles, 
not only in terms of the way she saw herself, but also in 
terms of how she believed she was seen by the public.
Actor B*s perceptions seem not to have been affected 
either by the dramatic roles he played or by being 
unemployed.
Moreover, it might be speculated that while Actor A*s 
self-perception changed in order to adapt how she saw 
herself to the dramatic role she was playing. Actor B*s 
self-perception remained relatively more stable and 
instead, his perception of the dramatic role he was 
playing either remained independent of his self-perception 
or changed slightly perhaps to 'fit* the way he saw 
himself.
It was suggested from the findings of Study 2 that 
professional actors do not appear to possess a specific 
actor personality type per se, or to differ greatly in 
terms of personality from non-actors (and thus, does not 
invalidate the use of the dramatic actor as a model of a
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person for the purpose of the dramaturgical metaphor). 
However, it was also suggested that because the standard 
deviations of the professional actors were large on some 
of the personality dimensions examined, the personality 
and self-perception of professional actors may lie within 
a broad band. In view of this, it might be speculated 
that dispositional factors perhaps influence the extent to 
which professional actors will be affected psychologically 
by the dramatic roles they play. Interestingly, Actor A*s 
and Actor B*s scores on a number of personality dimensions 
(in particular, neuroticism, social desirability and 
shyness) varied markedly (see Appendix 3.4).
Thus, for example. Actor A was considerably more neurotic, 
showed greater concern for appearing to be socially 
desirable and was more shy than Actor B. Such personality 
differences between Actors A and B may partly explain why 
Actor A*s perceptions changed as she moved from one 
dramatic role to the next, whereas Actor B*s perceptions 
remained relatively more stable.
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5,3.2.2 Part (b):
Part (b) of Part 1 describes and discusses the results of 
the analyses of the grids completed by Actors C, D and E. 
Because they played fewer dramatic roles than Actors A and 
B during the period of time in which they participated in 
the study, the grids they completed were analysed using 
only the MINUS and FOCUS programs.
(i) Changes in ratings over time (MINUS analysis)
In order to identify changes over time in each actor's 
ratings of the elements on the constructs, the grids 
completed by Actors C, D and E were analysed using the 
MINUS program (see section 5.3.1).
In each analysis, the ratings of the elements on the 
constructs in two consecutive grids were entered into the 
analysis. When there was change in the ratings of the 
elements and the constructs between two consecutive grids 
it was given as a percentage of difference.
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Actor C;
[The constructs elicited from Actor C, the elements rated 
and the MINUS analyses of Actor C's grids can be seen on 
p.291-292]
The percentage difference between consecutive grids, and 
between grid 1 and grid 4, ranged from 13.18% to 14.56%. 
The average percentage difference was 13.8%, and only 
those grids with a percentage difference greater than the 
average will be discussed.
The largest percentage difference of 14.56% was between 
grid 1 and grid 4 (see Figure 5.49).*
* Actor C completed grid 1 when she had been unemployed 
for approximately seven months and had just signed a 
two-year contract with a leading theatrical company, and 
grid 4 while she was in hospital after having been 
involved in a serious car accident.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating were *my best friend* (element 8), *how I see the 
character* (element 10), and 'how I believe the public see 
me* (element 13).
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Although none of the constructs showed particularly large 
changes, those which showed the greatest change were 
'understanding/not comprehending* (construct 4), and
* spiritual/non-spiritual* (construct 13).
While the change in element 10 cannot be considered as 
psychologically meaningful as the character being rated 
differs in grids 1 and 4; it can be considered 
psychologically meaningful that there was a change in the 
rating of how Actor C believed the public saw her, in 
particular on construct 7, *worry/accepting*, towards the 
left pole, and on constructs 11, *not materialistic/ 
materialistic*, and 13, * spiritual/non-spiritual*, towards 
the extreme right pole of each construct.
The measure of difference between grid 1 and grid 2 was 
13.87% (see Figure 5.50).*
* Actor G completed grid 1 when she had been unemployed 
for approximately seven months and had just signed a 
two-year contract with a leading theatrical company, and 
grid 2 when she had been rehearsing a dramatic role with 
the company for approximately three weeks.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change
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were 'how I believe the public see me* (element 13), and 
'the most successful person I know* (element 8).
Although none of the constructs showed particularly large 
changes, those which showed the greatest change were 
'secure/insecure* (construct 6) and 'worry/accepting* 
(construct 7). Thus, how Actor C believed she was seen by 
the public on these constructs changed between grids 1 and 
2, such that she believed the public saw her as being 
slightly more insecure and worrying more in grid 2 than in 
grid 1.
Summary of MINUS analyses: Actor C
The MINUS analyses of the grids completed by Actor C 
showed that the range of percentage difference between the 
grids was quite small. This suggests that Actor C*s 
perceptions (including how she would like to be and her
self-perception) remained relatively stable between the
grids. The only element which did not remain stable was 
how Actor C believed she was seen by the public which 
changed when she began playing a dramatic role, and after
she had been involved in a car accident.
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Actor C:
The constructs elicited from Actor C were
(Cl) Unmalicious/Malicious;
(C2) Responsible/Irresponsible;
(03) Ambitious/Non-ambitious;
(04) Understanding/Not comprehending;
(05) Successful/Failure;
(06) Secure/Insecure;
(07) Worry/Accepting;
(08) Single-minded/A bit muddled;
(09) Generous/Mean;
(010) Orazy/Sane;
(011) Not materialistic/Materialistic;
(012) Supportive/Destructive;
(013) Spiritual/Non-spiritual.
The elements rated by Actor 0 were:
(El) Someone I like;
(E2) Someone I do not like;
(E3) How I would like to be;
(E4) Someone close to me;
(E5) How I see myself;
(E6) Family member (male);
(E7) Family member (female);
(E8) The most successful person I know; 
(E9) My best friend;
(ElO) How I see the character;
(Ell) The director;
(E12) The last role I played;
(E13) How I believe the public see me; 
(E14) My agent.
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Figure 5.49: MINUS analysis of grids 1 and 4 (Actor C)
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Figure 5.50: MINUS analysis of grids 1 and 2 (Actor C)
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Actor D;
[The constructs elicited from Actor D, the elements rated 
and the MINUS analysis of Actor D*s grids can be seen on 
p.296-297]
The percentage difference between consecutive grids, 
and between grid 1 and grid 6, ranged from 7.78% to 
12.75%. The average percentage difference was 10.45%, and 
only those grids with a percentage difference greater than 
the average will be discussed.
The largest percentage difference of 12.75% was between 
grid 2 and grid 3.
The elements which appeared to show the greatest change in 
rating were * the last role I played* (element 12), *how I 
see the character* (element 10), and * the director*. 
However, the changes cannot be considered as 
psychologically meaningful as these elements differ in 
grids 2 and 3.
The measure of difference between grid 1 and grid 2 was 
11.22% (see Figure 5.51).*
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